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SAN JUAN/SAN MIGUEL RMP/ElS SUWIARY 

Introduction 

Four alternatives are considered In detall In this Resource Management Plan/ 

Environmental Impact Statemsnt (RMP/ElS), three of #hich--Current Management (no action), 

Resource Conservation, and Resource UP41 ization--were developed to explore a reasonable 

range of alternatives, The fourth alternative--the Preferred AlternatIve Incorporates 

portions of the Current Management, Resource Conservation, and R8SOUrCe UP41 ization alter- 

natives and general ly represents a balanced approach to resource management, They were 

developed as multiple use alternatives and are realistic, implementable and comply with 

Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) and Bureau of Land Managemant (BLM) planning 
rqulations. 

Preferred Aiternatlve 

Introduct ion 

The Preferred Alternative balances competing demands by providing goods and services 
while protect Ing Important and sensitive environmental values,, The goal of this 
alternative 4s to change present management to the extent necessary to meet statutory 

requirements and policy commitments and to resolve Identified lsslras in a balanced, cost- 

effective manner. The followlng dlscussion describes the overall management that would 

result from implementing this alternative, 

Seventy-one Allotment Managemant Plans (AMPS) aould be developed on approximately 

810,000 acres, The 8Stimat8d cost for rang8 Improvements required to Implement this 

alternative Is approximately $1 mil I ion, Authorized livestock use In the planning area 

could increase In the long term. The projectsd result of al I adjustments would be an 

initial reduction of 22,461 AUMs (33%) from current active preference (see Glossary), In 

the long t8Rn, I 4 V8StoCk Use would b8 projected to Increase to 73,601 AUMs or 13 percent 
above current aCtIV8 preference, This alternative could result in beneficial, long-term 

Impacts to livestock Operators because of Increases in livestock production. Deslgnatlng 
the Sacred NounPain area as an Area of Critical Environmantal Concern (ACEC), now called 

the Anasami Cultural MultIpI Use Area, could have long-term, pOSitiV8 Impacts to 

Ilvestock management due to Increased monitoring and superviston. 

Thls alternative could result In long-term improvements In ecological vegetation 
condltlon covering the entire plannlng area, That port 4on of th8 area in excel lent 
condition would remaln unchanged, while the percentage in good condition would Increase 

from 3 percent to 8 Percent, and the percentage In fair cond I tion would Increase from 23 

percent to 26 percent. Poor condition sites would decrease from 39 percent to 31 pat-cent, 

Wlldlif8 habitat would be managed to Support the current population levels of 20,000 

deer and 1,600 elk. Pronghorn antelope would increase to 300 animals and the reintroduc- 
tion of 300 bighorn sheep in the Dolores Rlver Canyon Wilderness Study Area (%A) would be 
al lowed o Protective stlpulatlons for threatened and endangered (T&E) species would be 

provided, An estimated $528,000 would be necessary to Compl8te the Improvements and 

Habitat Management Plans (HMPs) projected under thls alternative, Terrestrial wlldllfe 
habltat conditions should Improve significantly, covering the majorlty of the planning 

area 0 T&E species would benefit from the provided protection,, Long-term positive Impacts 
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to WI I d I I fe could occur frcm deslgnat l ng the Sacred Mountal n area an ACEC due to more 
lntenslve management. 

Aquatic and riparian habitat would be improved on the following rivers and PRelr 
tributaries (in priority order): the upper San Miguel ,, the upper Colores, and the lower 
San Miguel. An estimated $233,000 is projected to develop HMPs and to implement necessary 

Improvements. Long-term positive Impacts on 94 miles of aquatlc and riparian habitat 

could be reailzed under this alternatlve. Intensive livestock and wlldllfe management 
would Improve an additional 306 mlies of habltat. 

Managing the Sliverton Special Recreation Management Area (SRMA) would continue. The 

Dolores River would be managed as an SRMA and an allocation system for vlsitor use would 

be Implemented. Recreation management plans for both SRMAs would be developed. The 

McEimo Research Natural Area would be malntalned and the mineral withdrawal would be 
removed. 

Protect lng and enhancing recreation resources by management and imposing development 

restrictions could have long-term positive Impacts to recreation and overall would 

continue to provide the settlngs and opportunltles most desired by the public,, Wi I derness 

deslgnatlon could have both posltlve and negative long-term Impacts to recreation 
opportunities and settings. 

The Dolores River Canyon WSA (approx. 28,366 acres) would ba recommended for 
wilderness deslgnatlon; as a result, over the long term, wilderness values would generally 
be maintalned. The other seven WSAs wou I d be returned to multiple use management under 

various other emphases resulting in a loss of wilderness values for those areas. 

Slxty-elght percent of the total acreage available for oli and gas consideration 

would be open for leasing and development under standard stipulations. Twenty-five 
percent of the total acreage would be avaIlable under seasonal restrlctions to protect 

wl ldll fe species, and approximately three percent would be subject to no-surface occupancy 

stlpulatlons to protect wildilfe, cultural resources, and recreation values. Less than 5 
Percent of the total acreage would not be available for leasing because of T&E wlldllfe 

species, cultural resources, and recreation values. Approximately 34,000 acres (316) of 
the area would be closed to mineral entry. An estimated 46,000 acres (I,5 bl I I ion tons) 
of the Durango Known Recoverable Coal Resource Area (KRCRA) and 1,480 acres (26.6 ml I I Ion 

tons) of the Nucla KRCRA would be available for coal leasing and 100 percent of the East 

Cortez KRCRA would not be available for leasing or development. This alternative would 
result in slgnlf Icant, long-term adverse impacts to mineral development because of 

withdrawals frcm mineral entry and from no leaslng and no-surface occupancy stipulations. 

This alternative would provlde continued protection and management to Important 

cultural sites and areas. Overal I long-term benefits could occur because of the protec- 

tive withdrawals and stipulations to mineral development. Designating the Sacred Mountain 
area as an ACEC could have long-term positive impacts to cultural resources, The 

Tabeguache Creek area would be managed as a Outstanding Natural Area. Withdrawals of 

minerals would be requested on approximately 560 acres along the Tabeguache Creek drainage 
to protect the special cultural values. 

Land disposal (through sales, exchange, or title transfer) could be allowed on 
aPPrOXImately 21,800 acres or 2.2 percent of the public lands in the planning area, a 

long-term impact wh lch would Improve the ef f I clency of management on al I ELM-reta ned 
I ands. 
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A *lid horse herd consisting of 50 head would be Intensively managed In the Spring 

Creek Basl n herd area. All horses would be removed from the Naturlta Rldge herd area, 
There would be positive Impacts to wild horse vlewlng In Spring Creek Basln and negative 

impacts to horse vlewlng In the Naturita Ridge area0 Posltlve, long-term impacts to 

vegetation, I lvestock grazing, and wildlife resources could occur on Maturita Rldge as a 
result of removing the horses. 

Intensive tlmber management on approximately 10,960 acres would be provided, The 
estimated al lowable harvest would be 6.5 ml1 I Ion board feet (MMBF) per decade, An 

additional 42,130 acres would be managed to provide woodland products, creating an 

estimated al lowabie harvest of 6.4 MMBF (12,800 cords) per decade. lnsignlflcant 
production losses due to proposed and existing management could occur, Over the long 

term, improved management could result in increased wood fiber production, 

Approximately 65,000 acres of lntenslve watershed management would be Implemented to 

reduce erosion and sediment yields. To reduce salinlty in the Colorado Rlver, 46,000 

acres would be intensively managed. Long-term slgniflcant decreases in erosion, sediment, 
and sallnlty yleids could occur. Munlcipai and domestic water sources would be protected. 

lmprovlng fire management In a natural ecological setting would occur0 Natural 

successlonal changes In vegetation communltles would be enhanced. 

Pubilc lands would be deslgnated 79 percent open, 11 percent Ilmlted, or IO percent 

closed to ORVs. 

increased revenues are projected from mineral resources and recreation; however, no 

SlgniflCant socloeconcmlc impacts In the planning area would occur as a result of thls 

alternative. 

Resource Conservation Alternative 

I ntroduct Ion 

Thls ecological iy preferred alternative provides management direction to enhance 

nonconsumpt lve natural resource val ues. Multiple resource uses will continue in most 

areas; however, some areas may allow limited use OP may be closed to specific resource 

uses, such as mineral development or access through sensltive wlldllfe areas, Projects 

which enhance resource values such as improving wlldllfe and rlparlan areas would receive 

priority. The following discussion describes the overall management that would result 

fran Implementing this alternative, 

Fifty-three AMPS would be developed on approximately 694,000 acres, with the 

estimated cost for range improvements required to Implement this alternative 9430,000, 

Authorized livestock use In the planning area would be significantly reduced, The 

proJected result of al I adjustments would be an lnitiai rductlon of 29,062 AUMs (45$) 
frcm current act Ive preference. in the long term, Ilvestock use would be projected to 

decrease to 43,160 AUMs, or 33 percent below current active preference. Implementing thls 

alternative could result In a significant monetary loss to livestock operators due to 

lowered livestock production In both the short and long term. 



Impacts of this alternative could be long-term improvements in ecological vegetation 

conditions covering the entire planning area. That portion of the area In excel lent 
condition would remain unchanged; however, the percentage of the area in good condition 
would Increase from 3 percent to 5 percent, while the percentage in fair condltlon would 

Increase fran 23 percent to 24 percent. Poor condition sites wou Id decrease from 39 
percent to 36 percent. 

Wildlife habitat would be managed to support current population levels of 20,000 deer 
and 1,600 elk. Pronghorn antelope would Increase to 300 animals and the reintroduction of 

300 blghorn sheep In the Dolores River Canyon would be allowed, Protective stlpulatlons 

would be provided for T&E species. An estimated $358,000 would be necessary to complete 
the Improvements and projected !iMPs. Terrestrial wildlife habitat conditions would 

improve over the majority of the planning area and T&E species would benefit from the 

prov I ded protect Ion. 

The aquatlc and rlparlan habitat would be Improved on the following rivers and their 

tributaries (In prlorlty order): the upper San Miguel, the upper Dolores, and the lower 
San Miguel e An estimated $473,000 Is projected to develop HMPs and Implement necessary 
Improvements. Long-term, posltlve Impacts on 249 miles of aquatic and rlparlan habitat 

could be realized under this alternative. 

Managlng the Silverton SRMA would be continued, The Dolores River Canyon would be 

managed as an SRMA and a llmlted allocation system for vlsltor use would be Implemented. 
Recreation management plans for both SRWAs would be developed, 

Protecting and enhancing recreation resources by management and development restrlc- 

tlons could have long-tens, posltlve Impacts to recreatjon and overall would continue to 

provide the settlngs and opportunltles most desired by the public, Wilderness deslgnatlon 

could have both posltlve and negative, I ong-term Impacts to retreat ion opportun i t I es and 
settings. 

All eight WSAs would be recommended for wilderness designation, As a result, 
wilderness values would be generally maintained over the long term on 102,601 acres in the 

planning area. 

Under thls alternative, 65 percent of the total considered acreage would be available 

for oil and gas leaslng and development under standard stipulations, Twenty-five percent 

of the total acreage would be available under seasonal restrictions to protect. wildlife 
species, and approximately two percent would be subject to no-surface occupancy stlpula- 

tions to protect wlldlife, cultural, and recreation values0 Approximately 8 percent of 

the total acreage would not be avallable for leasing primarily due to wilderness designa- 
tion. Approximately 13 percent of the public land would be closed to mlnerai entry under 

this alternatlve. An estimated 34,000 acres (943 ml I I ion tons) in the Durango KRCRA would 

be available for coal leasing. Al I of East Cortez and Nut la KRCRAs would not be ava i lable 

for leasing or development. Slgnlficant long-term, adverse impacts to mineral development 

due to the withdrawals from mineral entry and from no leasing and no-surface occupancy 

stipulations could result. 

This alternative would provide continued protection and management emphasis to 

important cultural sltes and areas,, Overall long-term benefits could occur due to 

protective wlthdrawais and stlpulatlons on mlneral development. Due to designating al I 

eight WSAs, there could be potentlal adverse impacts to cultural resources due to 

Increased vlsitor use. 
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Under this alternatlve, land disposal (through sales, exchanges, OP title transfer) 

would be allowed on approximately 18,000 acres OF 1,8 percent of the public lands In the 
Planning area, a long-tessn impact which tJOUld Improve the efflclency of management on al4 

BLM-retaIned lands (see Resource Conservation Alternatlve map at back of th4s RMP), 

Seventy-flve wild horses In the Sprlng Creek Basin herd area and 50 wlld horses In 

the Naturlta Ridge herd area would be Intensively managed,, kJl Id horses could ba managed 
at healthy, viable levels In both areas0 Beneflclal Impacts to wild horse vlewlng and 
Supplemental values of wild horses In the McKenna Peak WSA would occuf. 

lntenslve timber management on approximately 7,930 acres would be provided,, The 

estimated allowable harvest would be 4.7 PriivlBF per decade and an addltlonal 35,170 acres 

bJou4d be managed to provide woodland products, creating the estimated a4 lowable harvest of 

5,3 MMBF (10,600 cords) per decade,, Over the long term, Improved management could lead to 

I ncreased wood f I ber product 4on. 

4ntenSlve watershed management conslstlng of 78,000 acres tJOUld be lmp4emented to 

reduce eroslon and sediment yields, Approx4mately 30,000 acres would be managed to reduce 

sallnl* In the Colorado River,, Long-termn, slgn4fDcant decreases In erosion, sedlment, 
and sallnlty yields could occur, Munlclpal and domestlc water sources would be pfotected. 

There could be potential losses of opportun4tles for erosion, sediment, and sal4nlty 

control work In deslgnated nllderness areas, 

Improved f4re management In a natural ecological setting would occur and natural 

success4onal changes 4n vegetation communIPles would ba enhanced. 

Wilderness deslgnatlon would adversely affect access on approximately 102,601 acres, 

Public lands would be deslgnated 80 percent open9 6 percent Ilmlted, or 14 percent closed 

to ORV use, 

No slgnlflcant socloeconomlc impacts in the plannlng area would occur due to only 

minor changes In the exlstlng sltuatlon, 

No Grazing Subalternatlve, The Ho Grazlng Subalternatlve was developed to respond to 

BLM requlrements which concern analyz4ng llvestock grazing on public land, All other 

Programs in the Resource Conservation Alternative would be managed as described under that 
alternatlve, except domestic I lvestock would not be IDcensed on publ 4c land, 

Llvestock use conslstlng of 64,232 AUMs could be lost In both the short and the long 

term, which could result In s4gnlflcant, adverse impacts to I lvestock operators because of 

lowered 4 lvestock production, Both short- and long-term benef lclal Impacts to vegetat Ion 

cou I d occur 0 

A long-term potential decline In habitat condltlon could occur, but overall Pmpacts 

would be posltlve to wlPdl4fe habitat, Long-term benef 4c4 al Impacts to aquatlc and 

rlparlan habitat, wilderness characterlstlcs and values, and projected, lowered eroslon 

rates could occur,, 

In the long term, wild horses could increase In the Sprlng Creek Basln and the 

Naturlta Ridge areas as a result of removing Ilvestock compet4tlon. 
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Approximately 24,000 acres of woodland previously malntalnd In herbaceous vegetatlon 

for I lvestock could be aval lable for intensive woodland management. 

Long-term, beneflclal Impacts to watershed condltlons could occur. Both erosion and 
sediment yield could be reduced through removing all Ilvestock grazing from the planning 
area. 

Decreased revenues are projected 0 but no slgnlflcant socloeconomlc Impacts In the 

planning area are projected; however, lndlvldual operators would have the potential for 
severe Impacts to thelr economic well-belng. 

Ecological Representatlon Subalternatlve. The Ecologlcal Representation 

Subalternatlve was developed to dlsplay the different ecologic systems and supplemental 
values represented by four of the WSAs. Weber Mountaln, Cross Canyon, McKenna Peak, and 

Dolores River Canyon WSAs would be recommended as sultable for deslgnatlon as t~llderness 

(subject to the manageablllty boundarles). These four #SAs all represent dlfferent 

ecolcglc systems currently not wel I represented In the Nat4onal WI lderness Preservatlon 

System (NWPS) and which have slgnlflcant supplemental values, 

The potential Impacts to all resources could be slmllar to those Impacts dlscussed 

under the Resource Conservation Alternatlve, except that only Weber Mountain, Cross 

Canyon, McKenna Peak, and Dolores River Canyon WSAs (approx. 65,832 acres) would be 

recanmended for WI lderness deslgnatlon, Therefore, fewer areas trou4d be protected by 

wilderness deslgnatlon and more areas would be avallable for more lntenslve managemen? 

actlvltles than under the Resource Conservation AlternatIve. 

Resource Utillzatlon Alternatlve 

This alternatlve emphasizes development and use of economic values and mlnerals 

available on the public land. Mu4tlple uses would continue; horJeVerD resource ValUeS 

contrlbutlng to the local or reglonal economy would be favored, Thls alternatlve would 

favor mlneral exploration development, range utll Izatlon, and land dlsposal ; projects 

relatlng to these uses would receive prlorlty. The fol lonlng dlscusslon describes the 

overal I management that would result fran Implementing thls alternatlve, 

One hundred and nine AMPS on approximately 850,000 acres would be developed at a 

estimated cost of $1.5 mll lion for range Improvements, Authorlzed lIvesPock use In the 

plannlng area could slgnlflcantly Increase. The projected result of all adjustments would 

be an lnltlal reduction of 19,819 AU& (31%) from current active reference. In the long 

term, livestock use would be projected to increase to 90,109 AUMs, or 29 percent above 

current act Ive preference. Implementing this alternatlve could result In slgnlflcant, 

benef lclal long-term Impacts to I lvestock operators due to Increases In I lvestock 

productlon. 

Impacts of thls alternatlve could be slgnlflcant, long-term Improvements In 
ecologlcal vegetation condltlon coverlng the entlre plannlng area, That portlon of the 

area In excellent condltlon would remaln unchanged, while the percentage In good condltlon 
would Increase from 3 percent to 10 percent, and the percentage In falr condltlon would 
Increase frctn 23 percent to 28 percent. Poor condltlon sites would decrease from 39 

percent to 27 percent. 
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Wildlife habitat would be managed to support increased population ievels of 24,000 

deer and 3,000 elk. Pronghorn antelope would Increase to 500 an lmals and the 
reintroduction of 500 blghot-n sheep In the Dolores River Canyon would be al lowed. 

Protective stipulations would be provlded fop T&E species., An estimated $1 million would 

be necessary to complete the improvements and projected HMPs. TerrestrPal t~ildlife 

habitat conditions would improve significantly over the majot-ity of the planning area0 
T&E species would benefit from the provided protection,, 

Under this alternatlve, aquatic and riparian habitat would be improved on the 

following rivers and their tributaries (In p~lo~lty order): the uppap San Miguel, the 

upper Dolores, the lower San Miguel, the Upper Anlmas, and the lower Dolores. An 

estimated $1.26 mi I I Ton is pt-ejected to develop HMPs and implement necessao-y impPovements, 

It IS anticipated that iong-PePm positive impacts on 400 miles of aquatic and riparian 

habitat could be realized, 

Managing the Silverton SRMA would be continued, The Dolores River would be managed 

as an SWlA and an allocation system that encourages visitor use would be implemented. 
Recreation management plans for both SRMAs would be developed. 

PPotecting and enhancing recreation resout-ces by management and development 
restrictions could have long-temm posltlve impacts to recreation and overall would 

continue to provlde the settings and opportunities most desired by the public., 

Potential losses of wilderness chat-acteristics and values would OCCUP,, 

Seventy percent of the total acreage ava1 I able for 04 I and gas consideration would be 

open for leasing and development under standard stipulations, Twenty-five percent of the 
total acreage would be available under seasonal restrictions to protect wl Idl Ifs species, 

and approximately 4 percent would be subject to no-surface occupancy stipulations to 

protect wildlife, cultural resources, and recreation values. Less than 1 percent of the 
total acreage would not be available for leasing due to T&E wildlife species, culturral 

resources, and recreation va I ues, Less than 1 pet-cent of the total acreage would be 

closed to mineral entry, The follou:rlng would be available for coal leasing: the Dut-ango 
KRCRA, 54,000 acres (I,8 bi I I ion tons) D the East Cortex KRCRA, 1,880 acres (13,3 ml I lion 

tons), and the Mucla KRCRA, 1,880 acres (33,8 million tons), Implementing this 

alternative could result in long-telrm, adverse impacts to mineral development due to 
withdrawals frcm mineral entry and to no leasing and no-surface occupancy stipulations, 

This alternative would continue protection and management for important cultural 
sites and areas, Overal I long-tetnn benefits could OCCUP due to protective withdrawals and 

stipulations on mineral development,, However, site-specific, adverse impacts could occur 

due to mineral development In CFOSS, Cahone, and Squaw/Papoose canyons. 

Under this alternatlve, land disposal (through sales, exchange, OP title f-ransfer) 

would be allowed for approximately 33,000 acres OF 3,3 percent of the public lands in the 
planning area, a long-term impact which would improve management efficiency on all BLM- 

retained lands0 

All wild horses in the planning area would be t-emoved; negative impacts to public 

viewing could OCCUPY Positive, long-term impacts could occur to vegetation,, livestock 

grazing, and wildlife, 



Intensive timber management on approximately 11,220 acres would ba provided. The 

estimated allowable harvest would be 6.6 MMBF per decade, An additlonal 42,130 acres 

would be managed to provide woodland products, creating an estimated al lowable harvest of 

6.4 MMBF (12,800 cords) per decade., lnslgniflcant production losses due to proposed and 

exlstlng management could occur. Over the long term, Improved management could lead to 

Increased wood fiber production. 

Intensive watershed managemen? (approx. 50,000 acres) would be Implemented to reduce 

eros Ion and sed lment ylel ds. ApproxImateI y 50,000 acres would b8 managed to reduce 

salinity in the Colorado River. Long-term slgniflcant decreases In eros9on, sediment, and 

Sal inily yields could occur and municipal and domestic water sources would be protected. 

lmprovlng fire management In a natural ecological setting would occur and natural 

successional changes In vegetation communities would be enhanced. 

Public lands would be designated 82 percent openD 10 percent I imited, and 8 percent 
closed to ORV use. 

Increased mineral and recreation revenues are projected; however, no sign 1 flcant 

socioeconomic Impacts In the planning area would occur,, 

Current Management Alternative (No Action AlternatIve) 

The Current Management Alternative reflects BLMps current management direction, 

policies, and existing land use plan decisions. It was assumed that no major policy 

changes would occur and that the same funding level and apportionment of funds for 

resource programs would continue, The following discussion describes the overall 

management that would result from Implementing this alternatlve, 

Intensive I lvestock management on 11 AMPS would be continued on approximately 304,000 
acres. The estimated cost for malntalning existing projects Is $200pOO0 from 1984 through 

1994. The current active preference of 64,232 AUMs would continue for both the short and 

the long term, Livestock operators would realize no signDfDcant short- or long-term 

changes in grazing management or livestock production. 

In the short term, current vegetation trends would continue, The overall quantity 

and quality of vegetation produced on public lands would remaln essentially unchanged on 

some sites and In the long term would decline slightly on others,, 

Wild1 Ife habitat would be managed to support the current population levels of 20,000 

deer, 1,600 elk, and 175 pronghorn antelope. Protective sPPpulatDons for T&E species 

would be provided. An estimated $191,000 would be necessary to complete the lmprovsmsnts 

and IiMPs projected under this alternative, Habitat conditions tJOUld remain static or they 

could decline In the long term sfnce big game populations could also decline, 

Some aquatic and riparlan habitat could continue to decline; some could remain static 

or improve under th Is alternative, SIgnlficant beneflclal impacts could occur on 94 miles 

of aquatic and rlparian habltat due to intensive managemant under livestock and wildlife 
activity plans. 

vii 4 



Managing the Silverton SRMA and the Dolores River Canyon would continue, Recrea- 

tion management plans for both areas would be developed,, Protecting and enhancing 
recreation resources by management and development restrlctions could have long-term, 

posltlve Impacts to recreation and would continue to provide the settings and opportunl- 

ties most deslrsd by the public. Potential losses of wilderness values could occur. The 
McElmo Rare Snake and Lizard Research Ratural Area would conPlnu8 to be managed, 

Seventy-three pgt-cent of the total cons?dered acreage wouUd be available for 011 and 
gas leaslng and development under standard stipulations, Twenty-three parcent of the 

total acreage would be available under seasonal restrlctlons to protect nlldllfe speCl8S 

and approximately three psi-cent vould b8 subject to no-surface occupancy stipulations to 
protect rrlldl lfe, cultural resources, and recreation values. Less than 1 pgt-cent of the 

total acreage would not b8 available for oil and gas leasing because of T&E #Ildl!fe 

species, cultural resources, and recreation values, Less than 1 percent of the area would 

be closed to mineral entry, Two existing coal leases on 430 acres (14,3 mllllon tons) 

would continue, Impacts to mineral developmant under this alternative because of 

Stimulations and restrictions are consldersd to b8 Inslgnlflcant, 

Protecting and managing important cultural sites and areas would continue, Overal I 

long-term benefits could occur because of protective withdrawals and stipulations on 
mineral development, However D site-sp8clfIc adverse Impacts could occur due to Increased 

mineral development In Cross, Cahone, and Squaw/Papoose canyons, 

Land disposal (through sales, exchange, or title transfer) would b8 alloned on 

aPProxlmatety 16,000 acres or I,6 percent of the public lands in the plannlng area0 a 

long-term Impact which would improve the efficiency of management on all ELM-retained 
I ands, 

Wild horse populations would continue to Increase from the current count of approxl- 

mately 100 head In Spring Creek Basin and 24 head on Natut-lta Ridge, Increases which could 

have local ly slgnlflcant adverse Impacts to vegetation, I lvestock management, and blg game 

hab4 tat. In the long term, horse populations could decline In their viability. 

Intensive tlmber management on approximately 9,540 acres of forest lands nould 

continue, The estimated al looable harvest would b8 5.6 MMBF per decade, Woodland 

products (firewood, posts, and poles) for publ Ic use would IX provided, lnsignlf lcant 

product Ion losses due to proposed and 8x1 stl ng management could occur. Over the long 

term, Improved managemant could lead to InCreaSed wood fiber production. 

Continued high eroslon and sediment yields could occur0 In the long term, salt 
loading In the Colorado River would remain unchanged, Mun Iclpal and domestic rJater 
sourc8s would continue to bs protected,, 

Pub1 Ic lands are currently 95 percent open0 5 percent I Imlted, or less than 1 percent 

closed or ORV use, 

No slgnlflcant socioeconomic impacts are currently occurrlng In the planning area0 
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Purpose and Reed 

The San Juan-San Miguel Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement 

(RMP/EIS) Is being prepared to provide a comprehenslve framework for managing and 

allocating public land and resources in BLMgs San Juan and portlons of the Uncompahgre 
Basin resource areas, coverlng the southwestern corner of Colorado, and portions of New 

the San Juan Resource Area (SJRA) 

Incorporated into this plannlng area 

Mexico and Utah, In the future, the BLM plans to have 

off Ice manage al I these publ Ic lands; thus, they were 
so that thls RMP will cover one resource area, 

The contents of this plan are focused on resolving 
with public input In 1983 (see Introduction, Planning 

nine key issues that were developed 

Issues) 0 In addition, several’ 

statutory or court-ordered requirements WI I I be met when the decl slons proposed in this 

plan are approved, As requtred under Sectlon 603 of the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA), this document analyzes prel imlnary wl lderness suitabl I4ty 

recommendations for eight W4l derness Study Areas (WSAs). For these WSAs only, the RMP 

w4I I preliminarily recommend whether they are sultable or nonsuitable for Inclusion in the 
Natlonal Wllderness Preservation System (NWPS), These recommendat Ions WI I I be reported 

through th8 Director of the BLM to the Secretary of the Interior and to the President, 

Designation of an area as wilderness can only be made by Congress, 

This RMP/EIS also analyzes alternatives for livestock grazlng on public land, as 

required under a court-ordered agreement based on a 1973 lawsul t fl led against the BLM by 
the Natural Resource Defense Council (NRDC), 

This planning actlon serves to consolidate and update land use plannlng guidance 
currently contained in three Management Framework Plans (MFPs) that were prepared in the 

BLM! s Montrose Dlstr let between 1971 and 1981 0 In some cases, the exlstlng plans consist 

of partial ly completed documents that were never formally adopted by the BLM. Thus, for 
some portions of the plann I ng area, this RffP ~111 I provide the first comprehensive 

management guidance to be approved by the BLM. 

This document will address possible future management of the area for the next 10 or 

more years, When necessary9 revisions will be completed on the RMP to keep it current 

uith resource management needs and poI4c4es. 

Set0 4 ng 

The planning area In southwestern Colorado consldered In this RMP is comprised of 

public lands in Montrose, Montezuma, La Plats, Dolores, Archuleta, San Juan, San Miguel D 
and Mesa counties In Colorado,, In addition, parts of RIO Arriba County, New Mexico, and 

San Juan County, Utah, are contained In the plannlng area., The area contains 

approximately 994,000 acres of public land, with an addltlonal 297,000 subsurface 
(mineral ) acres, The vast majority of the public lands are contained In the northwest and 

southwest portlons of the planning area0 The land pattern strongly inf I uences land 

management options, The population of the area Is centered in the southern portlon of the 

area (Cortez and Durango) away from the large block of publ lc land, 
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The San Juan Resource Area has total multiple use planning responsibility for the Hew 

Mexico portion of the planning area. The portions of San Juan County, Utah, in the 

planning area are two WSAs that are adjacent to CoIorado”s WSAs, Planning for these areas 

relates only to their suitabillty or nonsultabilily for wilderness, 

Piannlng Process 

The BLM WP process consists of nlne basic a&Ions, The planning actions described 

In the regulatlons and used in preparing thls plan are described below, 

Identifying the Issues 

This step 1s intended to identify resource management concerns and needs and resource 
use, deveiopment, and protectlon opportunities for consideration In the !+lP (completed in 

the summer of 1983). 

Developing Planning Criteria 

Planning criteria guides the development of the RKP, They ensure that the plan 1s 

tailored to the Issues and that unnecessary data col lection is avoided. They are 

generally based on applicable laws, policy, guidance from the BLM Dlrector, and the 

results of public participation. 

Inventory Data and Information Coi lection 

Various kinds of issue-related data are cot lectd to complete the process, 

accomplished through gathering field data and researching and analyzing existing data, 

Analyzing the Management Situation 

Thls step includes a description of cvrent BLM management practices, a discusslon of 

existing problems and opportunities for solving them, and a consolidation of existing data 

that are needed to analyze and resolve the identified Issues, 

Formulatl ng the Alternatives 

During this step, several complete, reasonable resource management alternatives are 

prepared, including one for no action and several that strive to resolve the issues while 

placing emphasls on either environmental protection or resource production, 

Est lmatl ng Effects of A lternat lves 

The effects of implementing each alternative are estimated to al low a comparative 

anal ys I s of Impacts. 

Selecting the Preferred Alternative 

Based on the information generated during Step 6, the BLM District Manager identifies 

a preferred alternative. The draft RMP/EIS is then prepared and distributed for public 
review. 

l-2 



Selecting the fWlP 

Based on the results of public revvlew and conment, the BLM District Manager tjil I 

select a proposed RMP and lt will be published along with a final EIS. A final decision 

1s made after a thirty-day appeal period on the final EIS, 

Monitoring and Evaluating 

This step involves collecting and analyzing resource data to determine the plangs 

ef feet iveness, knitoring continues from the time the RW is approved until changing 

conditions require a revision of al I or part of the plan, 

Issams awd Cr8kq=Kc 

Issue-Driven Planning 

The BLM planning regulations general ly equate land use planning with problem solving 
or issue resolution. An issue may be defined as an opportunity, conflict, or problem 

rsgardlng the use or management of public lands and resources. Obvlousl y not al I 1 ssuas 
are capable of resolution through land use planning but may instead require changes In 

policy, budgets, or legi slation, 

As a practical matter, issue-driven planning means that only those aspects of current 

management that are felt to be at issue are examined through formulating and evaluating 

a Iternatives, The nine issues addressed in thls document were identtfid based on the 

Judgment of planning team members, Interagency consultation, public and State govarnntant 

input, and review by BLM managers,, Table I-l discusses those nine issues (not listed in a 

priority order). 
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Table l-1. Issues and Planning Criteria for th San Juan-San Miguel FW, 

Planning issue Management objective Needed dec?sion Planning criteria 

Lands t&ke public lands available 

for pub1 Ic needs. 

Identify tracts for possible 

future disposal. 

Ml neral Praylde for mlneral 

Development development. 

i 

Vsgetat Ion 

R0SOWCgs 

Manage usa within vegetation Identify klnds of lIvesAck, 

resource capacity on a levels of use, season-of-use, and 

sustained yield basis, locatlons of lIvesPock use0 

Maintain or Improve range 

condition and trend. 

Dateermine how many and where wlld 

Provide Increased livestock 

forqa 00 contribute R 

econonlc stab4 lltyvo 

horses and necessary forage for a (5) needs for vaggatatlon R-eatmants; 

heal thy herd al I D ba managed, Industry’s dependence on publ Ic land; 

dependence on public land for nildlife-orientad 

tlon; (8) wlldlifgos dependence on 

publlcQs dependanca on and demand 

ati (IO) forested lands9 capebll lty 

Identify public lands ~sultable 

for major Rights-of-Way (ROW) 

corridors. 

Identify specific public lands 

for possible future sales, 
exchanges, or for Recreation and 

Public Purposes (R 8 PP). 

Identify areas available for 

possible future coal leaslng. 

Identify possible mltigatlng 

measures for areas of Intense 

mineral act!vltyo 

Unsuitable areas may Include WSAs, 

areas, significant scenic areas and 
Important cultural, recreation, and 

Exceptions to the above may be allowed 

analysts and mitigation. 

Disposal crlterla Include: (1) meets 

(2) publ Ic land has physical capabl 

desired action; (3) could other land 

does public land have significant values 

mining claims, etc,). 

Crlterla Include: (1) coal reserves 

development potential within a Known 

Resource Area (KRGW; (2) areas slxxld 

against coal unsultablllty criterion; 

should ba ccnsldered, both present 

coalDs compatlbIIIty with other surrounding 

Mltlgatlng maasurea should: (I) limit 

Impacts withln reasonable environmental 

limits; and (2) protect nationally 

from mineral development. 

Cbnsideration will ba given PO: (1) 

tation to sustain existing and future 
Intensifying manageiizmt that Is nesdd 

stock, wildlife, wild l-wses, and 
of sol I D watershad and vegetat Ion; 



Planning issue Management objective 

Table 1-1. (continued) 

Needed decision Planning criteria 

Vegetation Implement management actions to 

FWOWCeS protect riparian and aquatic 

(continued) resources and watershed MI ues, 

Oetermine al lowable harvest 

for timber and uxzcdiand 

spaci es0 

Sol is and Eater Improve or maintain tzater 

quality and quantity on 

pub I ic lands, 

Cultural 

F&OlrrCsS 

Dstennl ne managesent 

direction for important 

cultural sites and areas, 

identify managanent actions by 

al lotment ( I .e., range 

improvsments, nonitoring, etc.). 

Identify management ?&ions PO 

improve wiidiife habitat such as 

use levels, forage needs, 

uiidiife !ntYoductions, etc, 

Determine p-oductive forest areas 

PO ba managed, 

Establish guide1 ines for timber 

and hzodlartd disposal, 

Idant i fy sources of uater 

poi iution and measures that wi I i 

bs tahsn PO improve kater 

quaI 0-0 

Identify cultural sites that 

will ba developad, protected, or 

stabi I i zed and interpreted for 

public use and research, 

Water resource management should: 

tater qualib/ problem areas; (2) consider 

effectiveness of managesant acfions 

dagradat ion O 

Consider: (1) ttts capabiiiQ of site 

need for additional management as we? 

additional sites in area; (3) accessibility 

use; and (4) availability of other 

private lands, 

Datermlne spscial designations or Consider: ( 1) nesd for protect ion 

managsntant guide1 ines for existing laws; and (2) other multiple 

cultural sites, impscts to thsm. 



Table 1-l. (contInuedI 

Planning Issue Managemant Objective Heeded Decision Planning Criteria 

Special Ensure avallabl I lly of 

Menagement Areas recreation opportunltles. 

Recognize nesd for 

probctlve lllaasures (1 oeeD 

w4thdrawals, special 

des4gnat4on, etc,), 

W? I derness 

R0sDUroaS 

Eval u&e w 4 I darness 

character? sties and 

marqsrnent al%rnatlves, 

DesIgnate In the FW lands that 

are open, closed, or llmlted to 

cFws. 

Develop manqement guldellnes for 

the Colores River SfMA, 

Develop manegunant guidelines for 

the S I I veertin SW& 

Identify other recreation 

managanent opporkmltles in area. 

f?WlWJ ex4stlng Fbsaa-dl Naturel 

Area to sea If St441 appropriate 

and determine nead for nW KEC, 

Identify which of the eight WSAs Evaluation should include: (0) Blows 

or port4ons suitable 6x- Inclu- policies and gu4delInes with prlnclpal 

s4on in the NXPS and Phosa areas w44dssnes.s values and manageability; 

not suithble for w4Iderness, of studies w4th other Federal ,, State, 

ldentlfy alternative management 

for those areas not recwnded 

as suitable. 

Qxsldet-: (1) other resource values 

muOt4ple usemanagement; and (2) env4ronzzxItal 

nonwl I darness management 0 

Consider: (1) types of resource damage 

confl 4cts beti= CRV uses and other 

whether ORV limits or closures will resolve 

(3) whether Important wlldllfe, recreation, 
and wilderness values wll I be protected 

Consider: (1) The Wild and Scenic River 

(2) the Imp4 lcatlons of the M%ee !X~I 

management directDon, 

lknqement direction from Gunnlson Basin 

Flats-SIlvertin Management Framewx k 

used as basis for future decisions. 

Qxslderatlon ~414 Dnclude: (0) physical 

land to suppoti desired recreation actlvlty; 

avallabll4tV of otlter public or private 

&3vh~ shal 1 Include: (1) consIderat4on 

regional or national values for ACEC 

manageab4l4ty of the area; and (3) scarcity 

resource0 



Table 1-9, (con9lnud) 

Planning issua KanagamenP object I ve Ksscled decision Planning crl*erla 

Fire PrwIde dire&ion Ohat IdenPlfy managamsnt to enhance 

places Increased emphasis on fire pi-q-m on public land PO 
flr&s role in -i-he improve and enhance multiple use 

ecosys*67nm, management oppor-?unitless, 

1 
Acoess Provide f-or public and 

admlnPstra9lve access, 

DeteMne nad for access for 

management of public lands, 

GmsIder: (I) capabiliP/ of land 

management; (2) prokction of ImproventanPs 

prlva9e land; (3) need l-o change vegePaWon 

PO bsneflt resource valuas; and (4) 

Par-a&x LDmiPad Fire Suppresslon Plan 

Insider: (1) access PO public land 

economically QeasIble; and (2) use 

i5coass p\, prohct fragile re50uroes0 

Source: BLM I)aPa 1984, 
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CHAPTER ONE 
ALTERNATIVES 

Introduction 

Four land use plan alternatives, including the BLM~s preferred alternative, are 

detailed in this chapter to provide readers and decisionmakers with a means of examining 
act ions and resultant impacts. The four al Pernatives described are: Resource 

Conservation 0 Resource Ut i I i zat ion D Current Management D and the Preferred Alternative. 

A Wilderness Technical Supplement to this RMP/EIS was also developed and discusses in 

more detail each WSA and their alternatives and individual resources, which include: Al I 

Wilderness, Wilderness Manageability, Conflict Resolution (Dolores River Canyon and 
McKenna Peak WSAs only), No Wilderness, and the Preferred Alternative, 

Two subalternatives have also been developed to analyze the special problems 
associated with I ivestock grazing and wilderness; they are subalternatives to the Resource 

Conservation Alternative. The No Livestock Grazing Subalternative would involve 

eliminating livestock grazing from all public land in the resource areas0 An Ecological 
Representation Subalternative was developed to display the different ecological systems 

and supplemental values represented by four of the WSAs, including Weber Rountain, Cross 

Canyon, McKenna Peak, and Dolores River Canyon WSAs, which would be recommended as 
suitable for designation as wilderness (using the Wilderness Manageability Alternative 
boundaries) o The Wilderness Technical Supplement contains a detailed discussion of the 

Wilderness Manageability Alternative for each of these four WSAs, 

It Is assumed that the plan wil I be implemented within 10 years from approval; this 

period is subject to adequate budget and staffing available to complete the tasks., Table 
l-11 at the end of Chapter One shows a summary of the four alternatives and their effects 

categorized by resource. 

Management Guidance Common to All Alternatives 

The following management guidance is applied to and is a part of all alternatives 

considered and also provides background information explaining how this plan fits into 

other program actions such as coal leasing, livestock management, etc. 

Soils, Water, and Air Program 

Soils, water, and air resources will continue to be evaluated on case-by-case bases 

as a part of project level planning. Such an evaluation will consider the significance of 

the proposed projects and the sensitivity of soils, water, and air resources in the 
affected areas. Stipulations wil I be attached as appropriate to ensure compatibility of 

projects to soi Is, water 9 and air resource management. (Appendix 6 shows an example of 

general Best Management Practices IBMPsi.) Soils wil I be managed to maintain productivity 

and to mlnimlze erosion. 

Water quality will be maintained or improved in accordance with State and Federal 
standards, including consultation with State agencies on proposed projects that may 
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signlflcantly affect water qua1 Ity, Management actions on public land wlthln munlclpel 
watersheds will be deslgned to protect water quality and quantity, Management activltles 

In aquatlc and rlparlan areas wll I be deslgned to malntaln or, where possible, improve 
rlparlan habitat condltlon. Roads and utlllty corridors will avo4d aquatic and rlparlan 

areas to the extent practicable. 

Alr qua1 Ity degradation is mlnlmlzed through compliance with Federal D State, and 

local regulations and Implementation plans. For example, alr quality impacts from 
prescribed burns are llmlted by BLH Manual Section 7723 which describes Air Qual4ty 

Maintenance Requlrements and requires a State-approved open burning permit prior to 

lmplementatlon. Addltlonal management actlvltles Include monDtorlng, analysis, and Impact 

mltlgatlon on a project-specific, case-by-case basis, 

Energy and Mlnerals Program 

The followlng principles will guide BLM In managing mineral resources on public 

lands: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Except for Congresslonal withdrawals, public lands shall remaln open and 

avallable for mlneral exploration and development unless withdrawal or other 

admlnlstratlve action Is clearly justified In the natllonal Interest, 

BLM actively encourages and facllltates the development by private Industry of 
public land mineral resources so that natIonal and local needs are satlsfled and 

economically and environmentally sound exploration, extract ion p and ret I amat Ion 

pract Ices are prov lded e 

BLM wll I process mineral appllcatlons, permits, leases, and other use 

authorlzatlons for public lands In a timely and efficient manner, 

BLM*s land use plans and multiple use management decisions ~441 recogn4ze that 

mineral exploration and development can occur concurrently or sequential ly with 

other resource uses. BLM further recogn4zes that land use planning 4s a dynamic 

process and declslons wll4 be updated as new data are evaluated, 

011 and Gas Leaslng. As a general rule, publ4c land 4s available for 041 and gas 

leaslng. In many areas, oil and gas leases will be Issued rJ4th only standard st4pulatlons 
attached. In other areas, leases w4 I4 have special stipulations attached when iSSu8d to 

protect seasonal wlldllfe habitat andtot- ofher sensitive resource values, In highly 

sensltlve areas, where special stlpulatlons are not sufficient to protect important 

surface resource values, no-surface occupancy stlpulat4ons or no leaslng ~411 be 

Implemented. Examples of standard and special stipulations are located In Appendix 4, 

The varlous alternatlves contain descrlptlons of the 041 and gas leasing stPpulat4ons by 

the above-mentloned categories. 

When the ccenmodlty fal Is wlthln a Known Geologic Structure (KGS), 40 4s disposed of by 

leaslng through competltlve blddlng. Areas outside of KGSs are disposed of by 

noncanpetltlve IeasIng. 
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Locatable Minerals. Al I public land is open to mineral entry and development unless 
previously withdrawn, Mineral exploration and development on public land will be 
regulated under 43 CFR 3800 to prevent unnecessary and undue degradation of the land. 

Common Variety Mineral Materials, Applications for removing common variety mineral 
materials, including sand and gravel, WI I I cant inue to be processed on a case-by-case 

basis, Stipulations to protect important surface values wi I I be attached based on 

interdisciplinary review of each proposal ., 

Coal, The Federal coal leasing process is just beginning with this land use planning 

phase,, Upon completing the plan, a site-specific activity plan for lease tracts wi I I be 

developed, This site-specific data ~JIII be used in a regional coal EIS that nil1 be 
developed to identify impacts and mitigations, Appendix 4-B contains examples of possible 

mitigating measures for coal leasing, 

Coal Unsuitability Criteria and Surface Owner Consultation 

BLM is required to review areas containing Federal coal to determine which lands are 

unsuitable for al I or certa’in stipulated methods of coal mining, BLM procedures for 

assessing unsuitability are defined in the planning regulatiohs (43 CFR 1601,6-6) and coal 
regulations (43 CFR 34611, The 20 criteria addressing unsuitability for the surface 

mining of coal were applied to the Nucla, East Cortezp and Durango Known Recoverable Coal 

Resource Areas (KRCRAs; see Tables I-2A and l-28), The Nucla KRCRA includes 2,080 acres; 
East Cortez KRCRA, 2,840 acres; and Durango KRCRA, 143,780 acres (82,440 acres, BLM and 

61,340 acres, U,S, Forest Service), The complete assessment report is available in the 

San Juan Resource Area Off ice,, 

Surface owners in the planning area, located along the coal outcrop from Durango to 

the Lemon-Val lecito area, were consulted for their preferences for or against surface 
mining on their lands where the Federal government holds the mineral estate (see Table 

l-3). 

The responses indicating opposition to surface mining expressed varying concerns, 

including water quality, maintaining the natural setting, other general environmental 

factors o and numerous private homes and subdivisions located over the mineral resources,, 

Mot-e than 80 percent of surface owners contacted (in the Texas Creek, Bear Creek, Wilson 

Gulch, and Los Pinos River areas --a I I east of Durango) were opposed to surface mining of 

Federally-owned coal. Federal regulations require that, where a significant number of 

surface owners in an area have expressed a preference against mining those deposits by 

other than underground mining techniques, that area shal I be considered acceptable for 

further consideration only for development by underground mining techniques,, These areas 
will be considered as unsuitable for future surface mining due to surface owner 

preferences, The 2,120 acres involved here are al I private surface/Federal minerals and 

surface mineable coal; they represent less than 1,4 percent of the Durango KRCRA, 

Lands Program 

Land Dwnersh i p Adjustments. Public land will be made available for disposal through 

sales or exchanges or both. Transfers to other public agencies wi I I be considered where 

management efficiency would result, Minor adjustments involving sales or exchanges or 
both may be permitted based on applying specifically the criteria for land ownership 

adjustments, 
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Table l-2-A. Unsuitability Criterion for Coal Minlrg (Summary). 

Unsuitable acres 

Criterion Criterion Except ion East 

no. name application Durango Nucla Cot-tee 

KRCRA KRCRA KRCRA 

1 
2 

3 

4 

5 
6 

7 
8 

9 
10 

11 
12 

13 
14 

15 
16 

17 

18 

19 
20 

Federal Land Systems 
Rights-of-Way 

Buffer Zones 

WI I derness 

Seen Ic Federal Lands 
Sci ent I f Ic Study Areas 

Cultural Resources 
Natural Areas 

Federal I y Endangered Species 
State Endangered Species 

Eagle Nest Sites 
Eag le Concentration Areas 

Falcon Nest Sites 

Migratory Birds 

State Resident Fish 8 Wildlife 
Floodplains 

Municipal Watersheds 
National Resource Waters 

Alluvial Valley Floors 

State Proposed Crlterla 

Surface Owner Consultation 

Total unsuitable acres 

(with no dupl IcatIon) 

Percent of total KRC& 

Total sul tab le acres 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 
No 

Yes 

No 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 
No 

No 

Yes 

N3 

10,440 9/ 

160 2,600 1( 

320 / 

4,180 * 

640 
2,600 

480 2( 6003 880 s/ 

18,510 g 
480 280 

480 280 560 

2,120 

34 D 390 600 960 

38 29 34 

48,050 1,480 1,880 

I/Includes 800 acres In 11 and 700 acres in 15. 

!/Same acreage as in 13. 

I/Acreage also in 12, 14, and 19. 

4/includes 1,480 acres in 9 and 160 acres in 10. 
/Same acreage In 16 and 19. 

b/Includes 1,120 acres in 11. 
l/Includes 280 acres in both 16 and 19. 

B/includes 560 acres in 19. 

/See Chapter One narratlve for total KRCRA acreages, 

Note: For a more detailed analysls of the unsuitability criterion, see the 

San Juan/San Miguel Coal Unsuitablllty Report (available In San Juan Resource Area,, 

Durango). 
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Table 1-2-B. Areas Unsuitable for Al I Methods of Mining (Summary). 

Cr.iter ion Criterion Durango 

no, name KRCRA 

Acreage 

Nucla 

KRCRA 

East Cortez 

KRCRA 

4 Wi I derness 10,440 1/ 
9 Federally Endangered Species 2,160 160 

11 Eagle Nest Sites 2,800 
14 Migratory Birds 600 2/ 800 1! 

15 State Resident Fish 8 Wildlife 2,460 

16 Floodplains 280 
19 Al luvial Val ley Floors 280 560 

Total acreages with no 
duplication 17,860 600 960 

Percent of total KRCRA 22 29 34 

l/Includes 640 acres in 11, 
L/Includes 280 acres in both 16 and 19, 

/Includes 560 acres in 19, 

Table l-3. Surface Owner Preference 

for Coal Leasing in Planning Area, 

Number of Percent of 
responses total responses 

Against leasing 37 59 
In favor of leasing 9 14 

No response 17 27 

Source: BLH Data 1984. 

The criteria for land ownership adjustments will be considered in land reports and 

environmental assessments prepared for specific adjustment proposals. This list 
represents the major factors to be evaluated; they include threatened and endangered and 

sensitive species habitat; wetland and riparian areas; fisheries; nesting and breeding 

habitat for critical wildlife animals; key big game habitats (seasonal); developed 
recreation sites and recreation access sites; municipal watersheds; energy and potential 
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for minerals; sites that are eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic 

Places; legal land surveys, wilderness and areas being studied for designation as 

wilderness; and other statutorily authorized designations, 

Other factors include how accessible the land is for public uses; the amount of 

public investments in facilities or improvements and the potential for recovering those 

investments; difficulty or cost of administration; how suitable the land is for management 

by another Federal agency; how significant the decision is in stabilizing local business, 
social and economic conditions, and lifestyles; authorized land users, including 

Recreation and Public Purposes (R 8 PP) leases, withdrawals, or other leases or permits, 

Two more factors are: (1) how consistent the decision is with cooperative agreements and 

plans of other agencies, and (2) suitability and need for change in land ownership 
including community expansion or economic development, such as industrial, residential, or 

agricultural (other than grazing) development. 

Land Laws and Policies, The lands program In the planning area Is primarily 

concerned with the authorization of uses on the public lands by others, including private 
parties, state, county, and other Federal agencies. The objective is to insure 

compatibility of the various multiple uses and environmental protection of resources., 

Certain parcels of public land will be considered for disposal or title transfer when (1) 

the lands are determined to be not needed for a Federal project or a resource management 

activity; (2) retention of the lands is not in the national interest; or (3) the lands are 

not cost efficient under BLM management. Disposal of the public lands may be accomplished 

by sale, exchange, State lndemn i ty Select ion , or title transfer pursuant to any applicable 

Federal authority. 

New Withdrawals. Process new withdrawals on a case-by-case basis, using existing 

guidance to determine if formal withdrawal is needed. 

Withdrawal Review. Revlewing other agency withdrawals that will be continued, 

modified, or revoked WI I I be canpleted by 1991. Upon revocation or modi f icat ion p part or 

al I of the withdrawn land wil I revert to BLM management. Current BLM policy is to 

minimize the acreage of public land withdrawn from mining and mineral leasing, and, where 

applicable, to replace existing withdrawals with ROWS, leases, permits, or cooperative 

agreements. 

Utility and Transportation Corridors. Al I public land is general ly available for 

ut i I i ty and transportat Ion corridor development; exceptions will be based on considering 

the criteria listed below. Applicants wi I I be encouraged to locate new facilities within 

existing corridors to the greatest extent possible, Public land within areas identified 

as unsuitable wil I not be available for utility and transportation corridor development 

(see Planning Criteria). Exceptions may be permitted based on considering: types of and 

needs for proposed faci I ities; conflicts with other resource values and uses, including 

potential values and uses; and availability of alternative andfor) mitigation measures. 

Recreation Program 

Genera I. A wide range of outdoor retreat ion opportun I ties rri I I cant inue to be 

provided for al I segments of the public, commensurate wlth demand. Trails and other means 

of public access wll I continue to be maintained and developed where necessary to enhance 

recreation opportunities and allow public usee Developed recreation facilities receiving 
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the heaviest use wll I receive flrst prlorlty for operational and maintenance funds, SI tes 

that cannot be malntalned to acceptable health and safety standards will be closed until 
def Ic I encl es are corrected o 

Recreation opportunltles WI I I continue to be evaluated on a case-by-case basis as a 

part of project level planning, Such evaluation aill consider the slgnlficance of the 

propos8d project and the sensltlvlty of recreation resources In the affected area, 
Stipulations r-r411 be attached as appropriate to assure that activities are compatlbie with 

recreation management objectlves. 

Travel Planning and kfotorized \lehicIe Lk8, Travel plannlng, lncludlng the 
d8Slgnation of areas open, 1imlt8d, and closed to motorized V8hiCI8 access, wlli remain a 

prlorlty for public land, Public land wlthln areas Identified as open to motor1zsd 
vehicle us8 generally will remain available for such use subject to existing laws and 

regulations. Public land wlthin areas Identified as limited to motorized vehlcte use 

generally will receive priority attention during travel plannlng, Major llmited 
Categories include: number and types of vehicles, time or season of vehicle US8, 
permitted or licensed use Only, areas limited except existing (or designated) roads (or 

ways) and trall s, and other’ llmltaPlons as needed by management objectives, 

Public land wlthln areas ldentlfied as closed to motorized vehlcie use r~lll be closed 

yearlong to all forms of mOtorlz8d vehicle use. Except ions may be al lowed In WSAs based 

on applying BLMrs Interim Management Policy (BLM Revised, July 12, 1983), 

Vi sua I Resources 

In additlon to specific areas Identified in the plan alternatives, visual resources 

will continue to b8 evaluated as a part of activity and project planning; this evaluation 
~11 I Consider the significance of the proposed projects and thelr visual Impact to the 

landscape,, Stipulations wlil be implemented to assure that projects are compatible wlth 

management objectives establi shed In the RMP (see Appendix 2). 

Cultural Resources 

ln addition to specific areas identified in the plan alternatives, cultural resources 

will continue to be inventoried and evaluated as part of project level planning, Recom- 

mendations wil i be generated from the evaluations and WI I I consider al I impacts to the 
proposed projects and the Important cultural resources in the affected areas0 Stlpula- 
tions ail i be attached to assure that projects are CcZmpatibi8 wlth management objectives 

for cultural resources, Avoidance will continue to be the prtmary measure used, 

Wi i derness ReSOUrC8S 

WSAs will continue to be managed in compliance with BLMVs lnterlm Management Policy 
(BLM Revi sed Ju I y 12, 1983) unti I they are reviewed and acted upon by Congress. Areas 

being studied for wiiderness will bs managed to meet the nonimpalrment standard, In cases 
bJh8r8 valid existing rlghts occur, areas wli I b8 managed to prevent unnecessary and undue 
degradation of the land, 

Publ Ic land wlthln areas added by Congress to the NWPS wll I be managed in compliance 

with BLMIs WI ld8rn8SS Management Pol Icy and the WI idern8SS Act of 1964, si t8-SpSICi f IC 
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wilderness management plans will be developed for such areas within two years after 
designation by Congress. Areas reviewed by Congress but not added to the NWPS w4l I be 
managed In accordance with applicable guidance provided by this RMP. 

Forestry 

Public land within high priority forest management areas will be avallabie for a full 
range of forest management activities. Major forest activity plans general ly will be 
required prior to initiating those activities 4n such areas. Pending completion of the 

activity ptan, timber and woodland stand treatments srlll be evaluated by an environmental 
assessment and Implemented on a case-by-case basis, 

Forested areas within other emphasis areas will also be evalIable for a fui4 range of 
forest management activities; plans will be modified to be compatible w4th the management 
emphasis areas. Firewood harvesting wii I be permitted on most accesstbie forest land that 

is available for harvesting forest products. 

Range 

General. The planning area is a complex ecosystem composed of plant and animal 

ccmmunities and basic soil types, al I responsive in one ray or another to natural 

processes such as rain, wind, sunlight, and man’s activities. No single element in the 

range ecosystem I s so read I I y managed and WI th such far-reaching effects as 4s vegetation. 

Consequently, maintaining or improving the vegetation component of this ecosystem 4s the 

key to enhancing the resource values of the planning area to permit a balanced mix of uses 

to ensure sustained yield. The components of the rangeland program are familiar ones; 

they have been part of the program for some years. The ma4n emphasis of the range program 

is consldered in the following components: 

Allotment Categorization. Ail grazing allotments in the planning area have been 

assigned to one of three management categories based on present conditions, potential for 

improvement, whether other resource conflicts exist, and what opportun4ties exist for 
positive econanic return on public Investments {see Appendix 8), 

The ‘VW category al iotments general I y WI I I be managed to maintain current 
satisfactory resource conditions; IrI11 allotments genera4 iy w4ii be managed to 4mprOVe 

resource conditions; and IQ* allotments will receive custodial management to prevent 
resource deterioration. 

Allotment-Specific Management Actions for the Improvement (rin) Category, Multiple 

use management actions have been developed for each allotment in the lllk category (see 
Append ix 9-A). Future management actions, including developing AMPS, w4ii be tailored to 

meet these objectives. However, the priorities assigned to achieving object4ves for 
wildlife habitat, watershed, vegetation condition, and I ivestock forage production d4f fer 
between al ternat Ives. 

Allotment Management Plans (AMPS). lmpiementlng the recommended actions for the 
planning area is guided by a series of functional activity plans, which include Herd Area 

Management Plans for wi id horses, HMPs for wiidiife, and Ak4Ps for ilvestock grazing. Each 

plan explicitly details planned programs and management actions designed to accomplish 
Proper land and resource management for the ful I mix of public uses, SpecDficai iy, AMPS, 
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prepared in consultation, cooperation, and coordination with the operator or other 
affected Interests, are documents which prescribe the manner in and extent to which live- 
stock grazing IS conducted and managed to meet multlpPe use, sustained yield, economic and 

other needs and objectives as determined through the land use plan, 

Monitoring. lnltlal stocking rates are based upon the best data currently available, 

Closely monitoring grazing systems and progressing toward improvement are needed for BLM 
to be able to make perlodlc adjustments, A monitoring program will be established in the 

Planning area to determine whether the goals and obJectives of the RiiP are being achieved 

effectively by the management systems,, When undesirable and unintended changes in 

resource val ues are dl scovered and the causes are determined D correct jve act ion tJl I I be 

taken. ELM Instruction Memorandums WO-82-292 and WC-82-650 discuss the appllcatlons of 

rangeland monltorlng in more detail. 

Llvestock Use Adjustments, Livestock use adjustments are most of ten made by changing 

one or more of the following: the kind or class of lIvestock grazing the allotment, the 

season of use, the stocking rate, or the grazing pattern, For each of the four alterna- 
tlves presented In this RMP, Initial and potential carrying capacities have been estlmated 

for each al lotment (refer to Appendix 9-E), Appendix 9-E also notes where adjustments in 
the season of use and the class or kind of I ivestock may be needed, tJhile most I ivestock 
use adjustments will occur in the 11188 allotments, use adjustments are permItted for 

allotments In %11 and V@’ categories, 

In reviewing the estlmated Initial carrying capacltles and other recommended changes, 

lt Is emphasized that the proposed AUM figures are not final stocking rates, Rather, al I 
llvestock use adjustments will be Implemented through documented mutual agreement or by 

decl sion. When adjustments are made through mutual agreement, they may be Implemented 

once the Rangeland Program Summary has been through a public review period, When Ilve- 

stock use adjustments are Implemented by decision, it wi I I be based on operator consulta- 
tlon, range survey data, and resource condition monitoring. Current BLM pol icy emphasizes 

the use of a systematic monitoring program to verify the need for livestock adjustments 
proposed on the basls of one-tlme inventory data,, 

The Federal regulations that govern changes In allocation of livestock forage provlde 

specific dlrectlon for Ilvestock use adjustments Implemented by decision (43 CFR 4110,3-l 
and 43 CFR 4110.3-2). The regulations specify that permanent Increases In Ilvestock for- 

age %hal I be Implemented over a period not to excead five years...pll and that decreases 
In livestock forage %hall be Implemented over a five year period,,.,11 The regulations do 
prov Ide for decreases to be implemented In less than f jve years when: (1) the downward 

adjustment Is 15 percent or less of the llauthorized active grazing use for the prevlous 
year” ; (2) an agreement Is reached to implement the adjustment In less than five years; or 

(3) a shorter Implementation period is needed to sustain resource productivity, 

If data acceptable to the BLM Area Manager are available, an Initial reduction shal I 

be taken on the ef fectlve date of the decision, Ths bal ante of the reductions would be 

taken in the thlrd and fifth years following the effective date of the decision., If data 

are not avallable to support the Initial rductlon, a decision will ba Issued ldentlfying 
the data needed and procedures to be used for arriving at the adJustmentso Adjustments 

based on the addltlonal data shall be Implemented by a decision that will inltlate the 

!&year Imp1 ementat Ion per lad m 
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Range Improvements. Typical range lmprovements and the general procedures to be 

followed ln lmplementlng them are described In Appendix 9-F, The extent, location, and 

tlmfng of such act Ions wl I I be based on the al lotment-specl f ?c management objectlves 

adopted through the AMP process, ?nterdlsclpllnary development and revlea of proposed 

act tons, contrfbutlons fran operators and others, and BLM fundlng capab?lltyy, 

Al I al lotments In which range lmprovement furds are to be spent wll I be subjected to 

an economic analysls, which wll I be used to develop a flnal prlorlty ranking of al lotmants 
to canmlt the rarge lmprovement finds that are needed to implement actlvlty plans, The 

highest prlorlty for lmplementatlon generally will be assigned to those Improvements for 

which the total antlclpated beneflts exceed costs, 

Grazing Systems. Types of systan to be Implemented wll I ba developed In cooperatfon 

with the Ilvestock operator and based on conslderlng the following factors: al I otment- 

speclflc manqement actions (see Appendlx 9-D); resource characterlstlcs, lncludlng 

vegetation potential and water avallab?Ifty; general management actions (see Appendix 

9-D-l ); operators needs; and lmplementatlons costs, Typlcal grazlng systems available for 

conslderatlon are described In Appendlx 9-C. 

Unal lotted Tracts. Unal lotted tracts generally wfl I remain ava? lable for further 

conslderatlon for autl-orlzed grazlng, as provlded for In the BLM grazlng regulations (43 

CFR 4110 and 43 CFR 4130). However, certain tracts not currently authorized for grazlng 

use wll I resnaln unal lotted. 

Wlldllfe and Flsherles 

Genera I. Flsh and wlldllfe habftat wll I continue to be evaluated on a case-by-case 

basls as a part of project level plannlng. Such evaluation ~~11 I consider the s?gn?f lcance 

of the proposed project and the sensItlv?ty of fish and w?ldl?fe habttat fn the affected 

area. Stlpulatlons w?l I be attached as appropriate to assure that projects are compatible 

wlth management objectlves establlshed In the RMP for ffsh and wlldllfe habitat, Hab? tat 
Improvement projects wl I I be lmplemented where necessary to stab? I lze andfor) improve 

unsatisfactory or decllnlng habltat condltlon. Such projects wll I ba ldentlfled through 

HMPs or coordinated resovce management actlvlty plans, 

Seasonal Restrlctfons. Seasonal restrlctlons twill continue to be applted where they 

- are needed to mltlgate the Impacts of human actlv?t?es on lmportant seasonal wlldllfe 

habltat. The major types of seasonal wlldllfe habltat and the time periods when 

restrlctlons may be needed are shown fn Table l-4. 

Threatened, Endangered, and Sensltlve Species Habltat. No actlvltles wll I be 

permltted In threatened and endangered spec?es habitat that would jeopardize thelr 

cant 1 nued ex? stence. 

The Colorado Dlvlslon of Wlldlffe (CDOW) and the U.S. F?sh and Wlldltfe Service 

(USFWS) wll I be consulted prior to lmplementlng projects that may affect threatened and 
endangered specl es! habl tat. If such a sltuatlon 1s detesmlned through the BLM blologlc 

assessment process, then consultation with the USFWS allI be lnttlated as per Section 7 of 
the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended. 
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Table l-4. Seasonal Wildlife Restrictions. 

Rest-r lcted 

Habitat per 4od 

Elk and mule deer wlnter range 12/l - 4/15 

Elk calving grounds 5/l - 6/15 
Eag lesp winter concentrat4on area 12/l - 4/15 

Sage grouse strutting grounds 4/15 - 5/31 

Source: BLW Data 1984, 

Terrestrial Wlldllfe Habitat. Sufficient forage and cover will ba provided for 

nildllfe on their seasonal habltat. Forage and cover requirements WI I I be Incorporated 

into AMPS and will be specific to primary w4ldlife use areas, Gsneraliy, range 

Improvements will be designed to achieve both wlldlife and range objectives, 

Aquatic and Rlparian Habitat. Objectives to protect or improve aquatic and rlparlan 

habitat al I I become part of AMPS and HklPs. Management actions within flood plains and 

wetlands wil I include measures to preserve, protect, and, If necessary, restore their 
natural functions (as required by Executive Orders 11988 and 11990), Management tech- 

niques will be used to mlnlmlze degrading aquatic and rlparlan habltat, Bridges and 
culvert Installations will be designed to malntaln adequate passages for fish, Wlldllfe 

reintroductions and fish stocking proposals ~111 be evaluated and recommendations will bg 
made to the CDOW. 

Cadastral Survey 

Cadastral surveys wll I continue to be conducted in support of resource management 

programs. Survey requirements and priorities will ba determined on a yearly basis as a 

part of the annual work planning process. 

Fire Management 

Until the Rormal Year Fire Plan 4s updated, the prlmary fire protection objective 

#II l continue to be the control of al I wlldfires on or threatening public land during the 
f Irst burning period, The modlfled suppression area In the northern part of the plann4ng 

area w4l I ba continued. Expanding the mod4fied suppression areas all I be considered and 

evaluated when the Normal Year Fire Plan 4s reviewed, Prescribed burning allI continue to 

be used In support of resource management object Ives, The fire management plans developed 

for the elght WSAs within the planning area vrlll continue to be used as management 
dlrectlon, All flre plans are available In the BLM~s Montrose District Office, 

Road and Trail Construct ion and Maintenance 

Road and tral I construct Ion and maintenance wi l I continue to be conducted In support 

of resource management object Ives. Construction and maintenance requirements and prior- 

lt4es wili be determIned on a yearly basls as a part of the annual work planning process, 
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Investment of public funds for road and trail construction genefa? ?y all I be 

permltted only on land ldentlfled for retention In public or;nershlp, Exceptions may be 

allcued where investment costs can be recovered as a part of land disposal actions, 

Specl flc road and trail constructlon standards srl I I be determIned based on resource 

management needs; user safety; impacts to envlronmental values, Including but not Ilmlted 

to wlldllfe and flsherles habitat, soll stablllty, recreation, and scenery; and 

constructlon and maintenance costs. 

Management Dlrectlon 

Management dlrectlon for the planning area 1s defined through the use of multiple use 

emphasis areas conslstlng of descrlptlons for speclflc management areas shown on the 

alternatlve maps and explalned ln Appendlx 5. These descrlptlons contain multiple use 

management dlrectlon speclfylng which actfvltles wfll be stressed to achieve goals and 

object lves. Speclflc actlvltles al lowed and prohlblted wll I be speclfld for each 

multlple use emphasls area, which retmlns constant throughout the alternative, The 

emphasl s areas are appll ed to dl f ferent I ocatlons 1 n the planning area under the 

a I ternat 1 ves. Management dlrectlon contalned In the multiple use emphasls areas wll I be 

appl fed to the speclflc areas shown on the alternatlve maps, The speclffc multiple use 

emphasls areas were developed to respond to plannlng lssues and resource needs, The 

followlrtg narrative contains a dlscusslon of the emphasis areas, followed by a descrlptlon 

of the alternatlves descrlblng the overa?? management that wou?d result from applying the 

multiple use emphasis areas In that part?cular alternatlve. 

Emphasls Area A--LIvestock Management. Management dIrectIon SJ~ 11 emphasfze 

lncreasfng forage and Ilvestock production on a sustalned y?eld basis, Emphasfs Is upon 

IncreasIng forage, red meat and anfmal ffber productfon and Improving forage ccmposftlon 

and watershed condl t Ions. Slgnlf lcant investments 1~01 I be made In range Improvements 

which wll 1 be multiple use oriented (lee., wIldlIfe, aatershed, etc.). Investments for 

other resources wll I be mlnlmal, although resource managemant actlvltfes compatfble wlth 

I lveslock product Ion WI I I continue. Dispersed recreatfon opportunltfes wll I cont?nue, 

Woodland products and tfmber wll? be made avallable, WIId life habItat development 

general ly WI I I not be emphasized. Fire wll I be used to enhance forage production. 

Emphasis Area B--Wlldllfe. Management dlrectlon ~~11 I emphasize achlevlng and 

malntalnlng the best possfble habltat condftlons for flsherles and wlldllfe. Emphasl s 

wll I be upon Increaslng aquatlc and terrestr?al wlldllfe habItat capablllty, Improving 

stream and watershed condltlons and provldlng a hlgh degree of vegetation d1versIPy. 

Investments for wfldllfe habltat Improvements could be hlgh In certain areas. Woodland 

products and timber wfll be avallable and dispersed recreatfon opportunftles wll? 

continue. Llvestock management WI? I be of an Intensity to utII?ze avallable forage and 

malntaln forage vigor while not degrading w?ldllfe habItat. The number or season-of-use 

for Ilvestock may be reduced 1 n some areas. 

Emphasls Area C--Recreation. BLMts recreation program 1s structured to the ?ntens?ty 

and type of recreation management required. There are two primary types of recreatfon 

management sl tuatlons wh Ich are reccgn Ized and which gulde the direct lon of management 

emphasls In the RMP area. The flrst, SpecIaI Recreation Management Areas (SRMAs), occurs 

where recreatfon 1s defined and reccgnlzed as the prlnclpal management objective, The 
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second s ltuat ion p Extens ive Retreat ion Management Areas (ERMAs) D occurs where recreation 
Is not the principal management objective but may be an issue or concern of some 

SlgnifiCanCe In multlple use management for the area, This Is consistent with BLMQs role 
In accommodating the dlspersed, largely unstructured recreation that typlfles the large 

expanses of public land In the San Juan RMp area, 

The primary management goal Is to ensure the continued avallabll lty of outdoor 

recreatlon oppottunltles which the public seek and which are not readily avallable from 
other public or private entlties. Secondary goals Include protecting resources, meeting 
legal requirements for visitor health and safety, and mitigating resource user conf I lets 

Involving recreation. 

Recreation objectives are to ppov4de dl spersed and resource-dependent types of 

recreation opportunities such as cross-country skiing, hunting, hiking, boating, jeeping, 
and fishing and to deal with the limited number of sltuatlons which require special or 

more lntenslve types of recreation management, Investments SJI I I be concentrated In SRMAs 
and In those EmAs where recreation program goals apply, Management objectlves would 

Include major Investments in facilities and visitor management, Where recreaflon Is not 
the principal management objective, management dlrection VJI I I largely emphasize the 

provlslon of access and visitor lnformatlon and protecting site resources from user 

damage 0 

Emphasis Area D--Wilderness. Management dlrectlon WI I I al low for wl lderness 

management In accordance with the Wllderness Act of 1964 (78 Stat, 890; 16 USC l131-1136), 
The objective of management Is to provide predominantly untrammeled, natural environments 
for the physical, biologic and social components of wllderness. The physical and blologlc 

ccmnponents are managed so that natural processes are unimpeded by human act lvitles OF use, 

Natural processesp Including natural ly occurring fire, sol1 erosion and insect and dlsease 

cycles, Proceed essentlal ly unrestricted by man, Emphasize high levels of solitude, few 

party encounters, and high opportunltles for chal lengep risk, and self-reliance, Human 

travel Is cross country or by use of a trail system, Recreation use srrl I be cons I stent 

wl th management of wi l derness resources or it wi I I be restricted or proh I bl ted when OP 
where needed o 

Emphasls Area E--Mineral Development, Management direction crll I emphasize mlneral 

development on the public lands, Mineral values indicate that significant reserves of 

valuable mlnerafs are present and that development Is elther currently ongoing or #III 

occur wlthln the near future,, Other resource uses ~JII I occur to the extent that they are 

compatible with the mlneral development. Llmlted expendltures of public resources wl I I be 
used in develop1 ng the present land resources,, Livestock grazing wlil continue, wildlife 
habitat wil I be malntalned where feasible, and cultural resources WI I I receive the 

protect Ion current1 y afforded by law, 

Emphasis Area F--Cultural Resources, Management dlrectlon nlll emphasize the 

Preservation, management, and use of the cultural resource properties found wlthln the 

area. Emphasls wll I be on protecting the solls, vegetation and wiUdDlfe resources PO 

enhance the natural environment of the area and hence the cultural resources setting, 

Mlneral resources will be developed while constrained by exlstlng laws, policy 8 
regulations pertalnlng to cultural resources. Other resource and land management 
actlvitles will be constralned to avoid conflict with objectives for preservation, 
protect Ion) and development, 
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Emphasis Area G--General Natural Resource Management, Management d lrect ion for these 
areas will consist of general multiple use as prescribed in FLPMA (1976). The resource 
Values contained in these areas are not significant to the degree that a dcmlnant use 

exists. Management guidance will consist of existing laws, policy, and manuals concerning 

each resource program. 

Emphasis Area H--Public Land Disposal. Management of these areas wi I I be for the 
disposal of the public lands; these areas wlli be subjected to additlonai screening and 
clearances before any tracts identified for disposal In this plan may be transferred from 

ELM control. These activities include mineral assessments cultural resource clearancesp 
environmental analysis, appraisal and similar site-specific actions, Little or no pubilc 
funds will be spent upon these tracts for resource management; funds would only be spent 

to correct public health and safety problems or to correct severe resource conditions that 
cannot be al lowed to continue. 

Emphasis Area l--Wild Horses. Management direction wlli emphasize managing the wild 
horse herds present on public land by providing necessary forage and water,, Some invest- 

ments would probably occur to enhance the habitat for the horses and also to reduce con- 

flicts with other uses in the area. Wild horse management plans will be developed, 
Reducing livestock and possibly wildlife may need to occur to maintain forage production 

and vigor. Dispersed recreation, including wild horse viewing, will continue. Woodland 

products will be made available on a limited basis. Fire will be used to enhance forage 

product ion. 

Emphasis Area J--Forestry and Wood Products. This emphasis is designed to increase 
the production and utilization of wood fiber, firewood, post and poles, Emphasis is upon 

improved wood production and utilization resulting from extensive modification of tree and 

other vegetation cover. Investments will be made for forest management activities. 

Investments in other emphasis areas that are canmensurate with WOOd fiber production will 

be made. Opportunities wll I generally be moderate for wildlife management and for 

d I spersed retreat ion. Livestock grazing WI I I occur; however, disruptions may occur due to 

timber management actions or objectives. 

Emphasis Area K--Soils and Water. Management direction wil I emphasize improving 

water quality and soil stabliity. Resource data indicate that significant water quality 
problems exist in some areas and management action may improve the exlstlng situation., In 

addition, soil erosion or fragile soils exist that are in need of more intensive manage- 

ment. Other resource uses will occur to the extent that they are compatible with the 
soils and water program direction for the specific areas, Uses by surface-disturbing 

activities may be limited or denied to improve resource conditions, Livestock grazing 
WI I I be al lowed but possibly at a reduced level; ORV use would be llmlted or excluded., 

Other resources, such as wildlife, cultural, etc., #ould be protected or enhanced under 

this emphasis area. 

Emphasis Area L--Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs). fflanagement 

direction will emphasize the areas of public land where special management attention is 
required to protect fran natural hazards such as erosion, fire, and weather: (4) 
important historic, cultural, and scenic values, and fish and wildlife resources and (2) 

human I I fe and property. The guidance wil I provide special management attention that nil I 

protect important environmental resources and human life and property from those natural 
hazards. This management should be canpleted without unnecessarily or unreasonably 

restricting public land users from purposes that are compatible with such protection. 
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ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN DETAIL 

Four alternatives are considered In detail In Chapter One., Three of them--Current 

Management (no act ion), Resource Conservation, and Resource UP I I I zatlon--were developed to 
explore a reasonable range of alternatives. The fourth alternative--the Preferred 

Alternative, incorporates portions of the Current Management, Resource Conservation, and 

Resource Utilization alternatives, and generally represents a balanced approach to 
resource management. These alternatives were developed as multiple use alternatives and 

are real istlc, Implementable and comply with CEQ and BLM planning regUlatiOnSo 

Resource Conservation Alternative 

Theme 

This ecologically preferred alternative (see map at back of this RNP) provides 

management dlrectlon to enhance nonconsumptive natural resource values, Multlple resource 

uses W/ l I continue In most areas; howeverp some areas may al IoyI I I ml ted use or may be 

closed to speclf ic resource uses, such as mineral development or access through sensitive 

wlldlife areas. Projects which enhance resource values such as improving wildlife and 
riparlan areas would receive prlorlty, The following discusslon describes the overall 

management that would result from lmplementlng thls alternative, 

L I vestock Management o Rev1 se ex? sting and develop new AMPS on 53 pr lor 1ty al lotments 

(694,000 acres; see Appendix 9-E), Less Intensive management will occur on remaining 

allotments. Range Improvements (approx, $430,000 for implementation over a ten-year 

per lad; see Table l-5) should be developed which include 47 miles of fence, 117 new water 

developments, and 6,700 acres of vegetation treatment (6,500 acres is maintenance of 

existing land treatments). These AMPS would generally be developed on the well-blocked 

public lands In the western and northern portions of the plannlng area. 

- 

BLM STOCK POND HN UPPER BISAPPOINTMENT VALLEY0 
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Table l-5. Estimated Range improvements/Costs. 

Type of treatment 
(future) 

Current 

Resource Resource management Preferred 

conservation utlilzatlon (no actlon) 

Fence to be bul It (ml) 
Stock ponds to be built (no.) 

Springs to be developed (no.) 

Wlndmll Is to be lnstal led (no.) 
Vegetation treatments (ac) 

Prescribed burn (ac) 

Seeded (ac) 
Existing treatments to be 

47 80 0 77 

99 129 0 129 

10 10 0 10 

8 9 0 7 

200 14,400 0 109 100 

0 2,300 0 2,000 

0 12,300 0 10,000 

maintained (ac) 6,500 23,800 7,900 18,000 

Total lnltlal cost for 

al I improvements $430,000 $1.5 mll llon $200,000 $1.0 mlillon 

Source: BLM Data 1984. 

Avallable forage In Anlmal Unit Months (AUMs) for Ilvestock grazlng would decrease 33 
percent fran current act lve preference under th I s alternative, These target I lvestock use 

I evel s may be ad justed In the future to reflect new resource Information gathered by 

monitoring or other studies. Consultation with I lvestock operators before final decisions 

are Issued wll I determine whether lndlvldual adjustments need to be phased In over a 
five-year period or whether such adjustments can be fui iy Implemented In the first year. 

‘*III category al iotments wll I be given a prlorlty for future Investments In range 
Improvements and mon I tori ng. Allotments with the greatest potential for Improvements of 

aquatlc andtot-) terrestrial wildlife habitat, watershed, and vegetation cond It Ions and 

I lvestock forage productlon wll I be Implemented first. 

Wildlife--Terrestrial. Manage the wl Id I I fe habitat to support current population 
levels of deer and el k (20,000 deer and 1,600 elk), Prov I de for Increased prong horn 

antelope use (300) and allow for the reintroduction of 300 blghorn sheep In the Dolores 

Rlver Canyon. See Table l-6 for big game populations by alternative, Continue present 

management of Perlns Peak and Paradox peregrine falcon eyrles. Provide protective 
stipulation to bald eagle roosts and wlnter eagle concentration areas, Al low for the 

reintroduction of the river otters In the Upper Dolores River, Complete necessary 
Improvements and HMPs for Implementation (approx. cost, $358,000 over a ten-year period). 

Wildlife--Aquatlc. improve aquatlc/rlparlan habitat on the followlng prlorlty areas: 

- Upper San Miguel Rlver and Its trlbutarles (39 mli 

- Upper Dolores River (11 miles) 
- Lower San Mlguei River and Its trlbutarles (67 mll 

- Anlmas River drainage (24 mlles) 

- Lower Dolores River and Its trlbutarles (53 miles) 

- Southwest quadrant streams (55 miles) 

es) 

es) 
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Develop needed HMPs and improvements for these six areas (including monitoring 
plans). Estimated costs for implementing habitat improvements over a IO-year period wii i 

be approximately $473,000 for approximately 249 stream miles (see Table l-7). 

Table 1-6. Estimated Big Came Population Levels 

By Aiternat ive, 

Current 

Resource Resource 

conservation utilization Preferred 

Bighorn sheep 0 300 500 300 

Elk 1,600 1,600 3,000 1,600 

Mule deer 20,000 20,000 24,000 20,000 

Pronghorn antei ope 175 300 500 300 

Source : BLM Data 1984. 

Table 1-7. Estimated Terrestrial and Aquatic and Riparlan 

WI id I i fe improvements (Summary) 0 

Type of treatment Current Resource Resource 

(future construction) management conservation utilization Preferred 

Fence to be constructed (ml) 
Erosion control structures 

(no. of gabions) 
Water conservation Structures 

(no. of guzzlers) 

Stock ponds (no.) 
Mechan icai treatments (ac) 

Prescribed burn (ac) 
Seeded (ac) 

0 8 0 8 

0 300 140 300 

0 10 30 30 

0 25 0 0 
2,400 2,600 14,000 4,100 

3,000 2,000 10,900 30800 
4,100 5,700 17,700 7,800 

Aquat it/r ipar ian improvements (ml 1 0 249 395 94 

Source: BLM Data 1984. 

Recreation. Continue management of the Silverton SRPJ~A. Management emphasis will be 

directed toward managing recreation resources toward the resource-dependent end of the 

Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS; see Appendix 3). The area vri I I be managed for 
primitive, semiprimitive nonmotorized, and semiprimitive motorized recreation 
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opportun itles. Typical facl I ities might include interpretive and directional signing. 

Continue ORV management as per existing American Flats/SiIverton ORV plan (see Table l-8, 
ORV limitations by each alternative). Develop and implement a Recreation Area Management 
Plan for the Silverton SRMA that outlines specific needs for visitor management and 

facl I Itles. 

Manage the Dolores River as an SF&IA per classifications determined by the BLH’s ROS 

system. Manage the Dolores River from Bradf leld Bridge to Dove Creek pump station for its 

semiprimitive nonmotorized setting opportunities; from Dove Creek pump station to 
Disappointment Creek for its semiprimitive motorized setting opportunities; from 

Disappointment Creek to Gypsum Valley Bridge under a roaded, natural ROS setting; and from 

Gypsum Valley Bridge to Bedrock for its primitive values and opportunity settings. 
Develop a Recreation Area Management Plan for the river which outlines specific management 

goals, objectives and management facilities needed, Typical facilities wil I include 

parking areas, campsites, toilets, boat ramps, and informational signing. 

Wilderness. Recommend as suitable for wilderness the following WSAs: Weber 

Mountain, 6,303 acres; Menefee Mountain, 7,129 acres; Cross Canyon, 12,675 acres; Cahone 
Canyon, 9,040 acres; Squaw/Papoose Canyon, 11,122 acres; McKenna Peak, 19,593 acres; 

Dolores River, 28,366 acres; and Tabeguache Creek, 7,908 acres. Develop wilderness 

management plans for each WSA following designation by Congress, 

Acquire private lands (40 acres) and split estate minerals (120 acres) within the 

Menefee Mounta i n WSA. Acquire Section 36 (State of Colorado) in Weber Mountain WSA, 

Acquire private land or easements between Bedrock and the northern boundary of the Dolores 

River Canyon WSA to Improve management of the WSA. Acquire Section 36 (State of Colorado) 

adjacent to McKenna Peak WSA. Close cherrystem roads and ways in the following WSAs: 

Tabeguache Creek, and Cahone, Squaw/Papoose, and Cross canyons. 

Minerals. Continue oil and gas leasing subject to standard or special stipulations 

(see Glossary). Standard stipulations would be provided on approximately 840,000 acres; 

seasonal wi Idl i fe stipulations on approximately 317,000 acres; no-surface occupancy 
stipulations on approximately 26,000 acres; and no leasing on approximately 108,000 acres 

(see Table l-9). 

Continue cooperative management to protect surface resources on the Department of 

Energy (DOE) uranium lease tracts. Continue to assist In the processing of mineral 

act ions. Provide for necessary permits for sand and gravel D Provide protective 

stipulations to protect the unique fossils in the Placerville area. Approximately 34,000 

acres 1943 mil lion available tons) in the Durango KRCRA would be available for further 

consideration for coal leasing. The East Cortez (JO mil I ion tons) and Nucla (35 mil I ion 
tons) KRCRAs would not be available for leasing. 

Cultural Resources. Manage the Anasazi Heritage Center as a cultural resource focal 
point for BLM In southwestern Colorado (see Chapter Two, Important Cultural Sites or Areas 

for detailed description). Provide for cultural management of: Lowry D Dom i ng uez- 

Escalante, and Cannonball ruins, McLean Basin Towers; Hamilton and Mockingbird mesas; 
Squaw/Papoose, East Rock, Sand and Bul I canyons; Painted Hand Ruin and Petrog lyphs; 

Dolores Cave; Tabeguache Pueblo; and lndlan HenryQs Cabin. Cultural Resource Management 

Plans (C!%lPs) should be developed to outline specific management objectives for each site 
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Table l-8. CRV Limitations by Alternative (by acreage), 1/ 

Current Resource Resource 

Limitation management conservation utilization Preferred 

Open 94 19 180 

Limited to Existing Roads and Trails 

798,843 81 1,942 782,048 

Retreat ion 

Si I verton SF&IA 

Cultural 

Mockingbird Mesa 

Bu I I Canyon 
Indian Henry’s Cabin 

Sand Canyon 

51,180 

-- 

-- 

-- 

51,180 51,180 51,180 

5,327 

5 
160 

5,880 

5,327 

5 
160 

5,327 

5 
160 

5,880 

Sol Is and Water 

Disappointment Val ley 

Subtotal 

C I osed 

me mm 46,000 46,000 

51,180 62,552 102,672 108,552 

Retreat ion 

Lemon-Val lecito Area 

Do lores SF&IA 

Weber Mountain 

Menefee Mountain 

Wi I derness 

Al I eight WSAs 

Cultural 

Cross Canyon 

Cahone Canyon 
Squaw/Papoose Canyon 

Tabeguache Creek Canyon 

Wildlife 

Per i ns Peak 

Subtotal 

Total 

-- 

-- 
-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 
-- 

-- 

1,640 

1,640 

994,000 

5,900 -- 5,900 

22,464 42,820 22,464 
-- -- 4,840 
-- -- 5,000 

102,601 -- 28,630 2/ 

-- 13,913 r/ 13,913 1! 
-- 9,498 9,498 
-- 8,415 r/ 8,415 1( 
-- 3,100 3,100 

1,640 1,640 1,640 

132,605 79,386 103,400 

994,000 994,000 994,000 

1/994,000 acres in San Juan Resource Area. 

/Specific to the Dolores River Canyon, 

i/Does not include Utah portion of WSA, 
Source: BLM Data 1984, 
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and area. Provide protective olt and gas stipulations (no-surface occupancy) on Sand and 

East Rock canyons, Cannonball, Lowry and Domlnguem-Escalante ruins, McLean Basln Towers, 
and Palntad Hand Petrog lyphs. Withdraw fran mlneral entry and provide no-surface 

occupancy for oil and gas leasing on: Dolores Cave, Tabeguache Pueblo, Bull Canyon 
Rockshelter, Painted Hand Ruln, and Indian HenryQs Cabin. Limit public access in 

Mocklngblrd Mesa; Bul I, Sand and East Rock canyons; and Indian Henry9s Cabln to foot or 

horse only and restrict vehicle access to authorized vehicles only,, 

Table l-9. Oil and Gas Leasing Stipulations By AlternatIve (Summary), 

Current Resource Resource 
management conservation utlllzation Preferred 

Standard stipulations 840,789 1/ 
943,390 21 

Seasonal stlpulatlons 

Wlldllfe 302,730 316,690 316,690 316,690 

No-surface occupancy stlpulatlons 

Wlldllfe 1,520 
Recreation 34,680 

Cultural 2.840 
Tota I 39,040 

No leasing 

WI I derness 
Wlldllfe 

Retreat Ion 

Cultural 
Total 

-- 102,601 
1,480 1,480 

-- -- 

4,360 4,360 

5.840 108,441 

Wilderness (Interim management 

stlpulatlons) 102,601 

839,879 913,850 878,225 

1,120 1,120 
2 I ,600 50,230 

3,270 3,270 
25,990 54,620 

-- 28,630 
1,480 1,480 

-- 9,840 
4,360 16,981 

5,840 56,931 

1,520 
2 1,600 

16,034 
39,154 

I/With wilderness lnterlm management. 
2/Without wllderness lnterlm management. 

Note : See Appendix 4 for more detailed Information. 

Source: BLM Data 1984. 

Public Land Disposal. Dispose of approxlmatel y 18,000 acres (through sales, 

exchanges, or any other title transfer means) throughout the planning area as Ind4cated on 
Resource Conservation Alternatlve Map (see back of this RVP); thls Includes small, unman- 

ageable, Isolated parcels of land wlth Ilmlted public values scattered throughout the 
area. 
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Forestry and Wood Products. Provide for intensive timber management on approximately 

7,930 acres. Est?mated al lowable harvest would be 4,7 mll lion board feet (MMBF) per 

decade, An addltfonal 35,170 acres would be managed to provide woodland products 

(fIrewood, posts9 and poles, etc.). Estimated al lowab le harvest would be 5,3 i@4BF (10,600 

land wlthln set-aside areas (see Table l-10) wll I not be 

t product harvest, 

cords) per decade, Publtc 
avallable for planned fores 

Solls and Water. Prov Ide protective management on 4,700 acres In Boulder Gulch 

watershed to protect water quality for Sllverton~s muntclpal water supply, Protect water 

quality In aqutfers used for domesttc and municipal purposes ?n the Dry Creek Basin and 

Tabeguache Creek watersheds. 

Wf Id Horses. lntenslvely manage for 75 wild horses In the Sprfng Creek Basin, 

Manage for 50 horses fn the Naturlta Rfdge area0 DesIgnaPe as horse ranges. Develop herd 

management plans and Implement necessary range Improvements, 

Manage 78,000 acres in the foIlowIng watersheds to reduce erosIon and sediment 

yield: D!sappoIntmant, Gypsum, and Paradox val leys, Dry Creek Basin, Ross Fort Park, 

Broad Canyon, t&d Spring Draw, and Burn, Yel lowjacket, -Negro, Bridge, and Hovenweep 

canyons, 

Table l-10, Forest Set-AsIde Areas wfthfn Planning Area, 

Forest Resource Resource Current 
set-astdes conservatton utOllmatfon management Preferred 

Dolores River Canyon area 311 104 104 104 

Lemon/Va I lect to areas 2,965 -- -- 140 

Ivlsnefee/Weber Mountain areas 120 -- 120 120 
S1 I verton area 12,078 12,078 12,078 12,078 
TPCC (nonsultable) r/ 20,042 20,042 20,042 20,042 

Wood land Resolrrce Resomce Current 
set-asfdes conservation uttllzatlon management Preferred 

Dolores River Canyon area 370 370 -- 370 

Range/chaInlng 23,970 23,970 me 23,970 
WSAs 5,809 -- se -- 

tJlldllfe 1,152 -- -- -- 

WPCC (nonsultable) 2( 530,344 530,344 -- 530,344 

‘/TPCC = Timber Productfon Capabllfty Classlf fcatfon, 

2/WPCC = Woodland Production CapabIlIty Classtflcatlon, 

source: BLM Data 1984, 
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Manage 30,000 acres in Disappointment Val ley and Yel lowjacket Canyon to reduce 

salinity In the Colorado River system. Reclaim 20 pollution sources (from heavy metals) 

in the Upper Animas River drainage. Develop watershed management plans for al I erosion 
and salinity areas detailing specific management goals and actions. 

Two subalternatives were developed within the Resource Conservation Alternative, the 
No Grazing Subalternative and the Ecological Representation Subalternative, Management 

would be identical to the main alternative with some readily identifiable and specific 

expectations which are outl ined below. The subalternatives were developed to analyze 

these management variations that would occur under this alternative. 

No Grazing Subalternative. The No Grazing Subalternative was developed to analyze 
I ivestock grazing on public land and would involve removing al I domestic livestock from 

al I public lands within the planning area. Al I other programs in the Resource 

Conservation Alternative would be managed as described previously. Al I vegetation would 

be available for wildlife, watershed, wild horses, and forestry management., Some 

vegetation treatments, water faci I ities and gabions may be either constructed or 

maintained to sustain or enhance wildlife, watershed, and wild horse management, This 

alternative is necessary to provide baseline information to compare the environmental 

impacts of the other alternatives that involve grazing, 

Ecological Representation Subalternative. The Ecological Representation 
Subalternative was developed to study the WSAs that are included in this RMP which 

contribute to expanding the diversity of the NWPS, In this subalternative, Cross Canyon, 

Dolores River Canyon, McKenna Peak, and Weber Mountain WSAs would be recommended suitable 

for wilderness designation (a total of 66,428 acres), using the Wilderness Manageability 

Alternative boundaries as described in the Wilderness Technical Supplement. Cahone 

Canyon, Menefee Mountain, Squaw/Papoose Canyon, and Tabeguache Creek WSAs would be 

recanmended nonsultabie for wilderness designation (a total of 35,364 acres); the proposed 

management of these areas is described under the Preferred Alternative in the Supplement, 

This subalternative is based primarily on the classification system used during the 

U.S. Forest Servicers RARE I I Study, which uses the ecoregion and physiographlc regions of 

the United States (as developed by R. G. Bailey and A, W. Kuchler). For the purposes of 

this FIMP, an ecoregion describes a continuous geographical area over which the 

environmental ccmpiex, produced by cl imate, topography, and soil, is sufficiently uniform 
to permit development of characteristic types of ecologic associations. Ecoreg ions are 

combined with potential natural vegetation types (PNVs; i.eoo pinyon-juniper woodland) and 

physiographic landforms (i.e., canyons, mountains, etc.,) which are used to relate and 

differentiate between a unique or fairly commonplace ecosystem studied for possible 
inclusion into the NWPS (see Wilderness Technical Supplement, Appendix 3-A, for detailed 

discussion). 

In addition, the Ecological Representation Subalternative focuses on the supplemental 

val ues found with in each of the WSAs. In some /nstancesp it is the combination of a WSA’s 

ecosystem and its unique supplemental values which would add significantly to diversity 

within the NWPS. 
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Resource Utilization Alternative 

Theme 

The Resource Utilization Alternative emphasizes development and use of minerals and 

economic values available on public land (see map at back of this RMP), Multiple uses 
wou Id cant I nue; however D resource values contributing to the local or regional economy 

would be favored. This alternative would favor mineral exploration and development, 

range utilization, and land disposal; projects relating to these uses would receive 
priority. The following discussion describes the overall management that would result 

from implementing this alternative, 

Livestock Management. Rev1 se existing and develop new AMPS on 109 al lotments 

(850,000 acres; see Appendix 9-E). Less intensive management will occur on the remaining 

a I lotments. Range improvements (approx, $1.5 ml I lion for implementation over a ten-year 
period) should be developed, which include 80 miles of fence, 148 new water developments, 

and 52,800 acres of vegetation treatments (23,800 acres of this includes maintaining 

existing land treatment), 

Available AUMs for I ivestock grazing would increase 29 percent from current active 

preference under this alternative, These target I ivestock use levels may be adjusted in 

the future to reflect new resource information gathered by monitoring or other studies, 

Consultation with livestock operators before final decisions are issued wil I determine 

whether Individual adjustments need to be phased in over a five-year period or whether 

such adjustments can be fully implemented in the first year. All aIn and priority Vk 

category al lotments wi I I be given priority for 1 nvestments in range improvements and 

monitoring. 

Wildlife--Terrestrial0 Manage the wildlife habitat to support increased populations 

of deer, elk, pronghorn antelope, and bighorn sheep (24,000 deer, 3,000 elk, 500 pronghorn 
antelope, and 500 bighorn sheep). Al IOVJ the reintroduction of bighorn sheep in the 

Dolores River Canyon WSA, Continue present management of Per ins Peak and Paradox 

peregrine falcon eyr ies, Provide protective stipulations to bald eagle roosts and winter 
eagle concentration areas. Allorr for reestablishing river otters in the upper Dolores 

River 0 Complete necessary improvements and HMPs for implementation (approx. cost9 $1 

million over a ten-year period), 

Wildlife--AquatIc, Improve aquatic and riparian habitat on the following areas (in 
priority order): 

- Upper San Miguel River and its tributaries (54 miles) 

- Upper Dolores River (52 miles) 
- Lower San Miguel River and its tributaries (67 miles) 

- Animas River drainage (24 miles) 

- Lower Dolores River and Its tributaries (143 miles) 

- Southwest quadrant streams (55 miles) 

Develop needed HMPs (including monitoring plans) for Implementation (approx. cost, 
$1.26 mil lion over a ten-year period). 
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Recreation. Continue management of the Silverton SRMA. Management emphasls wit I be 
dlrected more toward developing recreation opportunities In the faclllty-dependent end of 

the ROS (see Appendlx 3). Provide Increased urban, rural, and roaded natural recreation 

opportunltles and experiences. Continue ORV management as per existing mangement plan in 
American FIats/SlIverton ORV plan (see Table l-8). Develop and Implement a Recreation 

Area Management Plan for the Sllverton SRMA that outlines speclf Ic needs for visitor 

management facilities needed to encourage vlsltor use while not degrading the resources. 

Manage the Dolores River as a SFHA as per classifications determined by BLMss ROS 

system. Manage the Dolores River (Bradfield Brldge to Dove Creek pump station) for Its 
semlprimltlve, nonmotorized recreation setting opportunities and from Dove Creek pump 

station to Dl sappolntment Creek for Its roaded, natural recreation opportunities. Also 

manage the rlver fran Disappointment Creek to Gypsum Val ley Bridge for Its rural setting 

opportunities and from Gypsum Valley Bridge to Bedrock for Its primitive opportunltles. 

Develop a Recreation Area Management Plan for the river that outllnes specific management 

goals, facilities, and objectives needed to encourage vlsitor use while not degrading the 
resource. 

Wilderness. Under this alternative, none of the WSAs would be recommended as 
suitable for wilderness. Alternative land uses for the eight areas are summarized below: 

WSA 

Cahone Canyon 

Cross Canyon 

Dolores River 
Canyon 

McKenna Peak 

Menefee Mounta In 

Squaw/Papoose 

Canyon 

Tabeg uache Creek 

Weber Moun ta In 

Resource Emphasis 

Llvestock, minerals (oil and gas), and cultural resources. 

Livestock, mlnerals (oil and gas), cultural resources, and 

wildlife habltat. 

Recreation and sallnlty control0 

Livestock, wildlife, and soils and water. 

Minerals (coal, oil and gas), forestry, and wlldllfe. 

Minerals (011 and gas, uranium and vanadlum), cultural resources, 

and I I vestock. 

Cultural resources and aquatic and rlparian habitat. 

Minerals (coal and oil and gas) and wlldllfe. 

Minerals. Continue oil and gas leasing subject to standard or special stlpulatlons. 

Standard stlpulatlons will be provided on approximately 914,000 acres, seasonal wildlife 
stipulations on approximately 317,000 acres, no-surface occupancy stipulations on 55,000 

acres, and no leasing on approximately 6,000 acres. 

Continue cooperative management to protect surface resources on the DOE lease tracts. 

Contlnue to assist In the processing of mineral actions. Prov Ide for necessary permits 
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for sand and gravel, including possibly 1,200 acres of Eulng Mesa, Provide special 
stipulations to protect the unique fossils in the Placerville area, Approx lmatel y 1,880 

acres in the Nucla KRCRA (33.8 million tons), 1,240 acres In the East Cortez KRCRA (13,3 

mllllon tons), and 54,000 acres In the Durango KRCRA (I,,8 bllllon tons) would be available 
for further consideration for coal leasing. 

Cultural Resources. Manage the Anasazl Heritage Center as a cultural resource focal 

point for BLM In southwestern Colorado, Provide for cultural management of Lowry, 
Dominguez-Escalante, and Cannonbal I ruins; McLean Basin Towers; Sand, East Rock, Bul I, 

Cross, Cahone, and Squaw/Papoose canyons; PaInted Hand Ruin and Petrcglyphs; Dolores Cave; 

Tabeguache Pueb I o and Tabeguache Canyon; lndlan HenryIs Cabin; and Hamilton, Cow, and 
Mocklngbird mesas. CRMPs should be developed to outline speclf4c management objectlves 

for each site or area. Provide protective oil and gas stipulations (no-surface occupancy) 

on Sand and East Rock canyons; Cannonbal I, Lowry, and Domi nguez-Escalante Rul ns; McLean 

Basin Towers; and Painted Hand Petroglyphs. #lthdraa from mineral entry and provide for 

no-surface occupancy stipulations and no leasing for oil and gas on Palnted Hand Ruin, 

Dolores Cave, Tabeguache Pueblo, Bull Canyon Rockshelter, and Indian HenryQs Cabin, 

Limit public access In Mockingbird Mesa, Bull Canyon, and Indian HenryPs Cabin to 
foot or horse only and restrict vehicle access to authorized vehicles only, Close CrOSSp 

Cahone, Squaw/Papoose, and Tabeguache canyons to all ORv use, Acquire easement into Sand 

Canyon and admInIstrative access !nto Cannonbal I Wesa and Yellowjacket Canyon. 

Publ lc Land Dlsposal 0 Dispose of approximately 33,000 acres (through sales, 
exchanges, or any other title transfer means) throughout the planning area as indicated on 
the Resource Utlllzatlon Alternatlve Map (see back of this RIP); this includes small, 

unmanageable, isolated parcels of land scattered throughout the area, In addition, public 

lands located In the Vlgll-Abeyta and Archuleta mesa areas would also be d!sposed of, 

Wild Horses. All wild horses In the planning area tlould be removed0 

Forestry and Wood Products. Provide for intensive timber management on approximately 
11,220 acres. Estimated al lowable harvest would be 6,6 MMBF per decade, An addltlonal 

42,130 acres would be managed to provide woodland products (fiIVtJOOd, posts, poles, etc,), 

Estimated al lowable harvest would be 6,4 MMBF (12,800 cords) per decade, 

So! Is and Water. Provide Protect lve management on 4,700 acres In Boulder Gulch 

watershed to protect water quality for Si Iverton. Protect water quality In aquifers used 

for domestIc and mun icl pal purposes In the Dry Creek Basin and Tabeguache Creek 
watersheds. 

Manage 50,000 acres in Disappointment Valley and Dry Creek Basin to reduce erosion 

and sediment. Manage 50,000 acres In Dlsappolntment Valley and Yellowjacket Canyon to 
reduce salinity in the Colorado River. Reclaim five pollution sources (of heavy metals) 

in the Upper Animas River drainage. 
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Current Manaaement (No Action) AlternatIve 

Theme 

The Current Management Alternatlve reflects our current management dlrectlon, 

pollcles, and exlstlng land use plan decisions (see map at back of this RMP). It was 

assumed that no major policy changes would occur and that the same funding level and 
apportionment of funds for resource programs would continue, The fo I I owl ng d 4 scuss IOn 

describes the overall management that would result from implementing this alternative. 

Llvestock Management. Continue current management of the 11 AMPS (304,000 acres; see 
Append lx 9-E). Less Intensive management will occur on remalnlng allotments. Range 

improvements including 7,900 acres of existing vegetation treatments wil i be maintained 

(approx. $200,000 over a ten-year period). The Current Management Alternative is the 

proposed act Ion for I I vestock grami ng, because the Preferred AlternatIve cannot be 

implemented pending nonitorlng (W.0. Memorandum 82-650), 

Wildlife (Aquatlc and Terrestrial). Continue current management to maintain habitat 

to support 20,000 deer, 1,600 elk, and 175 pronghorn antelope that graze on publ Ic lands, 
Continue management of Perlns Peak and Paradox peregrine falcon eyrles, Provide 

Protective stlpulatlons to bald eagle roosts and winter eagle concentration areas. 

Maintain aquatic and riparian habitat. Complete I-IMPS and Improvements necessary for 

implementation (approx. cost, $191,000 over a ten-year period),, Continue management of 
the McElmo Rare Snake and Lizard Research Natural Area, 

Recreation. Continue management of the Sllverton SRMA. lvlalntain 1 imited monitoring 

and use supervision. Provide public information and assistance concerning the area, 

Continue ORV (see Table l-8) and VRM management as per existing MFP direction, Manage the 
Dolores River Canyon for Its wild and scenic qualities as per existing MFP direction, 

Continue to manage Weber and Menefee mountains for their primitive values noted In the 
exlsting MFP. 

WI Iderness. No designated BLM wilderness areas currently exist In the planning area0 

AlternatIve land uses for the eight areas are contained wifhln the other emphasis areas; 
see Wilderness Technical Supplement for detailed description, 

Minerals. Continue oil and gas leasing subject to standard or special st?pulatDons 
contained in existing oil and gas umbrellas. Standard stlpulatlons will be provided on 

aPProxlfflately 841,000 acres; seasonal wi idilfe stipulations on approximately 303,000 

acres; no-surface occupancy stipulatlons on approximately 39,000 acres; and no leasing on 
approximateI y 6,000 acres. Additlonal ly, approximately 103,000 acres is protected by a 

wilderness lnterlm management stipulation. 

Continue cooperative management to protect surface resources on the DOE uranlum lease 
tracts. Provide necessary permits for sand and gravel 0 Continue existing coal leases 

(National King Coal, 340 acres 18.6 mil llon tons]; Perma Resources, 90 acres 15,7 mli lion 
tons]). Emergency leases or lease modifications may be required at a future date, 

Cultural Resources. Manage the Anasazi Heritage Center as a cul Pural resource focal 
point for BLM In southwestern Colorado. Continue cultural management of Lowryp Escalante, 

Dominguez, and Cannonbal I ruins; McLean Basin Towers; and Sand Canyon, Continue present 
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PrOteCtlve wlthdrawals and no-surface occupancy oil and gas stipulations for Sand and East 

Rock canyons; Cannonball, Lowry, Dom4nguez-Escalante ruins; McLean Basin Towers; and 
Pa lnted Hand Petrog I yphs. 

Publ lc Land Disposal 0 As per ex4stIng MFPs, consolidate pub44c land ownership, by 

sale, exchange# or boundary adjustment of approximately 16,000 acres, throughout the 

planning area as 4nd4cated In the Current Management Alternative Map (see back of this 
RMP); this includes small, unmanageable, 4soIated parcels of land w4Ph llmlted public 

values scattered throughout the area. 

Wild Horses. Continue mon4torIng approx4mateIy 100 horses in the Spring Creek Basin 

and approximately 21 horses in the Naturlta Ridge area (see Appendix 5, Emphasis Areas, 

for more detail 1. 

Forestry and Wood Products. Continue lntenslve timber management on approximately 

9,540 acres of forest lands. The estimated allowable harvest would be 5,6 MffiBF per 

decade. Continue to provide woodland products (firewood, posts, poles, etc.). 

Sol 4s and Water o Protect 4,700 acres in Boulder Gulch watershed to ensure water 

qua1 4ty for Silverton. Protect water quality in aquifers used for domestIc and mun4clPal 

Purposes 4n the Dry Creek Basin and Tabeguache Creek watersheds. 

Special Management Areas. Continue management on the McElmo Rare Snake and Lizard 

Research Natural Area and maintain present mineral withdrawa4, 

JUNIPER HOUSE (WITHIN SAND CANYON CULTURAL EMPHASIS AREA) IS A 
CLIFF DWELLING OF APPROXHMATELY 112 ROOfJiS, INCLUDING A SHALL 
ALCOVE ROOM- 
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Preferred Alternative 

Theme 

The Preferred Alternative balances canpeting demands by providing needed goods and 
services, while protecting important and sensitive environmental values (see map at back 
of this FMP). The goal of this alternative is to change present management to the extent 

necessary to meet statutory requirements and policy commitments and to resolve identified 

issues in a balanced, cost-ef feet ive manner. The following discussion describes the 
overall management that would result from implementing this alternative. 

Livestock Management. Revise existing and develop new AMPS on 71 priority allotments 
(810,000 acres; see Appendix 9-E). Less Intensive management wil I occur on remaining 

allotments. Range improvements (approx. $1.0 million for implementation over a ten-year 
period) should be developed that include 77 miles of fence, 146 new water developments, 

40,100 acres of vegetation treatment (18,000 acres of which includes maintaining existing 

I and treatments). 

Available forage (AUMs) for livestock grazing would increase 13 percent from current 

active preference under this alternative. These target livestock use levels may be 

adjusted in the future to reflect new resource information gathered by monitoring or 

through using other studies. 

Consulting with I ivestock operators before final decisions are issued will determine 
whether individual adjustments need to be phased in over a five-year period or whether 

such adjustments can be fully implemented In the first year, Al I wlw category al lotments 

wil I be given a priority for future investments in range improvements and monitoring. 

Allotments with the greatest potential for improving wildlife, watershed, and vegetation 

conditions and livestock forage productlon will be implemented first. 

Wildlife--Terrestrial. Manage the habitat for current levels of deer and elk (20,000 

deer and 1,600 elk). Provide for 300 head of pronghorn antelope and allow for 

reintroducing 300 bighorn sheep in the Dolores River Canyon USA, Cant i nue present 

management of Perins Peak and Paradox peregrine falcon eyries, Provide protective oi I and 

gas leasing stipulations for bald eagle roosts and winter eagle concentration areas, 

Reintroduce river otters in the upper Dolores River. Complete necessary improvements and 

HMPs necessary for implementation (approx. cost, $500,000 over a ten-year period), The 

following riparian areas should be managed to improve aquatic and(or) riparian habitat; 

Rot, North and South mesas; La Sal and Dry creeks; the East and West forks of Dry Creek 

Canyon; and Cross, Cow, Cahone, Hovenweep, and Bridge canyons, 

Wildlife--Aquatic. Improve aquatic and rlparian habitat on these areas listed in 

prior ily order: the upper San Miguel River and its tributaries (44 ml les), the upper 

Dolores River and its trlbutarles (30 miles), and the lower San Miguel River and its 

tributaries (20 miles). Develop needed HMPs and improvements for implementation 

(including monitoring plans; approx. cost, $233,000 over a ten-year period) ., 

Recreation. Continue intensive recreation management of the Silverton SRMA, Provide 
for a blend of settings and opportunities that tend toward the resource-dependent end of 

the 8LMls ROS system. Allow local communities to provide for facility-dependent settings 

and opportunities. Provide increased semiprimitive, motorized opportunities with some 
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primltlve, sem4prlmltlve, nonmotorized, and roaded natural settings and management 
objectives. Continue ORV management In the SlIverTon SRiiA as per existing plan (see Table 

l-8) rn OWelOP and ImpDement a Recreation Area Management Plan for the Sllverton SRMA that 

outllnes speclflc needs for vlsltor management facilities. 

Ranage the Dolores River Canyon as a SRMA as per class4fDcations determined by BLMss 

ROS system, Manage the Dolores River from the Bradffeld Bridge to Dove Creek pump station 
for its semlprlmitlve nonmotorlzed recreation setting opportun4tles and from Dove Creek 

Pump station to Disappo4ntment Creek for Its sem4pr4mIt4ve motorized sett4ng opportuni- 

ties. Also manage the river from Disappointment Creek to Gypsum Valley Bridge for Its 
rural setting oPPortun4t4es and from Gypsum Valley Bridge to Bedrock for its prlmitlve ROS 

val ues and sett 4 rigs. Determine carrying capacltles for the river corr4dor consistent w4th 

speci f4c ROS setting classlf ications. Develop a Recreation Area Management Plan for the 
river that outlines specific management goals, objectlves, and facilities needed,, 

Manage Weber and Menefee mountains for Phelr sem4prlmltlve recreation values, Both 
areas should be closed to ORVs and managed under VW C4ass I l standards, The McElmo 
Research Natural Area (RNA; see Glossary) ~444 be managed for research values but the 

ml neral wIthdrawal w4 I I be removed. Ho-surface occupancy stipulations for 044 and gas 
leasing will be continued. 

W4 Iderness. Recommend as suitable for w4lderness the lands listed under the 

W4 lderness ManageabII 4ty Alternative for the Dolores River Canyon WSA (28,366 acres), 

Develop a wilderness management plan for the river and for recreation use following the 

areals des4gnatDon by Congress, 

All other areas In the planning area would be recommended as nonsuitable for 

w4 I derness management. The alternative land uses for the other seven areas are contained 
within the other emphasis areas. 

WSA 

Cahone Canyon 

Cross Canyon 

McUenna Peak 

Menefee Mountain 

Squaw/Papoose 
Canyon 

Tabeguache Creek 

Weber Mountain 

Resource Emphasis 

Cultural resources, ACEC, aquatic and rlparlan habitat and 

ml neral 5, 

Cultural resources, ACEC, aquatlc and rlparlan habitat and 
minerals, 

Livestock grazing, nlld horses0 wIldllfe, soils and water, 

Recreation and wildlife, 

Cultural resources, ACEC, and minerals, 

Cultural resources, aquatic and riparlan habitat, Outstanding 

Natural Area, 

Recreation and wIldlife habitat, 
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Minerals. Continue oil and gas leasing subject to standard or special stlpulatlons, 
Standard stipulations will be provlded on approximately 879,000 acres; seasonal wildlife 

stlpulatlons on approximately 317,000 acres; no-surface occupancy stlpulations on 

approximately 39,000 acres; and no leasing on approximately 57,000 acres0 

Continue cooperative management to protect surface resources on the DOE uranium lease 

tracts. Provide for necessary permits for sand and gravel D lncludlng posslbly 400 acres 
on Ewing Mesa. Provlde protective stlpulatlons to protect the unique fossils In the 
Placervl I le area. Approximately 1,480 acres In the Nucla KRCRA (26,6 mllllon tons) and 

46,000 acres In the Durango KRCRA (I.5 bll llon tons) would be avajlable for further 
conslderatlon for coal leasing. The East Cortez KRCRA would not be avallable for posslble 
future coal leaslng; It will be managed under a wildlife emphasis, 

Cultural Resources. Manage the Anasazl Heritage Center as a cultural resource focal 
point for BLM In southwestern Colorado. Provide for cultural management of Lowry,, 

Domlnguez-Escalante, and Cannonball rulns; McLean Basin Towers; Squaw/Papoose, Bul ID Sand, 

Cahone, Cross, and East Rock canyons; Palnted Hand Ruin and Petroglyphs; Dolores Cave; 

Tabeguache Pueblo and Tabeguache Canyon; Indian Henryss Cabln; and HamIlton, Cow, and 

Mock1 ngbl rd mesas. Cf%lPs should be developed to outl ine speck flc management objectives 
for each sl te or area. 

Provide protective oil and gas stipulations, no-surface occupancy, and no leasing on 

Sand, Cahone, Cross, Squaw/Papoose, Tabeguache, and East Rock canyons; Cannonbal I p Lowry, 

and Domlnguez-Escalante rulns, McLean Basl n Towers and Pal nted Hand Petrog I yphs, 

Withdrawal fran mineral entry and provide for no-surface occupancy for of I and gas leasing 
on Palnted Hand Ruin, Dolores Cave, Tabeguache Pueblo, Bull Canyon Rockshelter, and lndlan 

Henry’s Cabin. 

Llmlt public access In Mockingbird Mesa, Bull Canyon, and lndlan Henrygs Cabin to 
foot or horse only and restrict vehicle access to authorized vehicles only. Close cross, 

Cahone, Squaw/Papoose and Tabeguache canyons to al I ORV use, Acquire easement Into Sand 

Canyon and admlnlstratlve access lnto Cannonbal I Mesa and Yel lowjacket Canyon, 

Manage Tabeguache Creek as an Outstanding Natural Area (see Glossary), Request a 

mineral withdrawal on approximately 560 acres along the dralnage to protect the cultural 
values. 

Public Land Disposal. Through sales, exchanges, or any other title transfer means, 

dlspose of approximately 21,800 acres throughout the planning area, as Indicated on the 

Preferred Aiternatlve Map (see back of thls RMP); this Includes small, unmanageable, 
Isolated parcels of land with limited public value scattered throughout the area and 

Archuleta Mesa. 

WI Id Horses. Manage 50 wild horses In the Spring Creek Basln area and deslgnate It 

as a horse range. Develop a herd management plan and implement necessary range lmprove- 

ments. Remove all the wild horses from the Waturlta Ridge herd, 

Forestry and Wood Products. Provide intensive timber management on approximately 

10,960 acres. Estimated al lowable harvest would be 6,5 P@IBF per decade. An additional 
42,130 acres would be managed to provide woodland products (f Irewood, posts, poles, etc.), 

Estimated al lowable harvest would be 6.4 MMBF (12,800 cords) per decade. 
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So1 Is and Water. Provide protective management on 4,700 acres In the Boulder Gulch 
watershed to protect water qua1 1 ty for Sl I verton. Protect water qual I ty In aquifers used 

for danestlc and mun Icl pa I purposes In the Dry Creek Basl n and Tabeguache Creek 

watersheds. 

Manage 65,000 acres In the followlng watersheds to reduce erosion and sediment yield: 
Dlsappolntment, Big Gypsum, and Paradox valleys and Dry Creek Basin, Manage 46,000 acres 
In Disappointment Valley to reduce salinity and erosion In the Colorado River. 

Develop watershed management plans for all erosion and salinity areas detalllng 
specl f lc management goal s and act Ions, Reclaim flve pollution sources (for heavy metals) 

In the Upper Anlmas River dralnage, 

Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC), The public land west of Cortez 

lapprox. 156,000 acres; see Fig. l-1) would be designated as an ACEC. Private lands 

within the ACEC would not be affected by the proposed designation, The proposed Anasazl 
Cultural Multiple Use Area contains Important cultural D mlneral D recreation, range, back- 

country values, and wildlife resources. It represents the focus of the northern Anasazl 

development, wlth more than 100 sites per square mile In many areas, which represents the 
highest known archaeologic site density per acre of any area In the nation. The total 

number of sites on public lands here Is estimated at nearly 20,000, many coverlng 10 acres 

or trot-e0 Large oil and gas and CO2 reserves are also contained within the area. Shell 
Oil Canpany has made a multImll lion dollar Investment In these CO2 resources, with a 

project I Ife of mDre than 30 years, The public land wlthin the ACEC provides forage used 

by Ilvestock and wildlife, The Increased mlneral development presents a challenge to BLW 
to provide high quality habitat for the livestock and wildlife dependent upon public 

lands. Population growth places Increased pressure for recreation pursuits on the public 

lands. These opportunltles need to be provided, rrhlle emphasizing the cultural and 
ml neral values, 

The management of the ACEC will be Intensified under this proposal, Detailed 
actlvlty plans will be developed, closer monitoring of the surface-disturbing actlvltles 

WI I I be undertaken, and additional manpower and money ~~11 I be requested to more 

Intensively manage this significant resource0 (See the ACEC descrlptlon, L, In Appendix 5 
for more details on proposed management,) 

Alternatives Considered but Ellmlnated from DePaOled Analysis 

During the beglnnlng of the alternatlve formulation process, the RMP core team 
discussed the use of two additional alternatives. One alternative could have been 

developed which maxlmlzed resource utilization of both renewable and nonrenewable 

resources. This alternative would have required great trade-offs among the many users of 
the public land and was considered unreallstlc In light of the planning Issues and BLPl’s 

mult lple use mandate, 

An additional alternative was also dlscussed that would have greatly constrained the 

present users of the public land and which would have allowed the natural ecologic 

processes to continue throughout the plannlng area with only mlnimal Impacts caused by 

humans and would have Involved greatly reduced mineral leasing, livestock grazing, and 

wi l d Ii fe and cultural resource management. Agaln It was considered unrealistic In light 
of the planning Issues and BLM’s multiple use mandate, 
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Table 1-l 1, Qrmparative Analysis of Impacts for the F@lP Alternatives. 

Resources/ 

activities 

Resource 

conservation 

Subalternatives to 
Alternatives Conservation Alternative 

R&source Current management Ecological 

uti I ization (no action) Preferred No grazing representation 

Energy 
and 

Minerals 

oi I a Gas 

lb leasing of 

108,441 ac t8$ of 

planning area). 

No-surface occupancy 

stipulations for 

25,990 ac (2% of 

planning area). 

Seasonal wildlife 
r-e&- ict ions for 

316,690 ac (2% of 

planning area). 

Standard 

stipulations for 

839,879 ac (698 of 
planning area). 

Locatable Minerals Locatable Minerals 

129,000 ac (13% of 

planning area) 
withdrarm from 

ml neral entry. 

4,000 ac (cl% of 

planning area) 

wit hdrakn from 

ml neral entry. 

01 I 8 Gas 

lb leasing of 5,840 
ac (<l$ of planning 

area) 0 

Ro-surfoxe 

occupancy 
st ipu lat ions for 

54,620 ac (4% of 

planning area), 

Seasonal wildlife 
restrict ions for 

316,690 ac (2556 of 

planning area). 

Standard 

st i pu lat ions for 

913,850 ac (7% of 
planning area), 

Oil 8 Gas 

k leasing of 5,840 
ac (<lJ of planning 

area) D 

Ro-surface 

occupancy 

stipulations for 

39,040 ac (3% of 

planning area). 

Seasonal wildlife 
restr ict ions for 

302,730 ac (23% of 

planning area). 

Standard 

stipulations for 

943,390 ac (73% of 
planning area). 

Locatable Minerals 

4,400 ac (<l$ of 

planning area) 

withdrawn from 

mineral entry, 

01 I B Gas 

MJ leasing of 

56,931 ac (<4% of 

planning area). 

ho-surface 

occupancy 
st lpulat ions for 

39,154 ac (3% of 

planning area). 

Seasonal wildlife 
restrict ions for 

316,690 ac (259 of 

planning area). 

Standard 

stipulations for 

878,225 ac (68$ of 
planning area), 

Locatable Minerals 

mlneral entry, 

34,000 ac (3% of 
planning area) 

~~ithdrawn from 

Oil L Gas 

k~ changes muld 

occur under this 

alternative. 

Locatable Minerals 

t& changes k!ould 

occur. 

Oil 8 Gas 

lb leasing of 

76,628 ac (6% of 

planning area). 

No-surface 

occupancy 
stipulations for 

34,485 ac (3$ of 

planning area), 

Same as Resource 

Ox-met-vat ion 

Alternative, 

Standard 

stipulations for 

863,197 ac (658 of 
planning area), 

Locatable Minerals 

70,188 ac (7% of 

planning area) 
withdrawn from 

mineral entry. 



Table l-11. (continued) 

Resources/ Fhsource 
activities conservation 

subalternatives to 
Alternatives Conservation Alternative 

Rasource Current management Ecolcglcal 
uti I ization (no action) Preferred No grazing representat ion 

~erw coal 
and 

Minerals 34,000 acres (943 

(continued) mil lion tons) in the 

Durango KRCRA would 

be available for 

coal leas1 ng. 

Al I of the East 

brtez 8 Nucla 

KFCRAs would not be 
available for coal 

leaslng. 

Wilderness 

designation of al I 

WSAs will preclude 

developing coal D oil 

a Q~S, qD a 
uranium reserves on 

102,601 acres, 

Signif icant, Ion* Slgnlflcant, long- 
term adverse impacts term adverse 

could result from no impacts could 

leasing 8 n-surface result fron no 
occupancy stipulb leasing a no- 

tions for oil a gas surface occupancy 

Coal 

The following acres 

would be available 

for coal leasing; 

the Durango URCPA, 

54,000 ( 106 bi I I ion 
ims), the East 

Cortez KRGUI, 1,880 

(13.3 million 

ions), 8 the Nucla 

KFCRA, 1,880 (3308 

million tons). 

leasing a stipulations for 

Coal 

Two existing leases The followlng acres 

of 430 ac (14.3 would te available 

ml I I ion Ions). for coal leasing; 

the Durango KfCRA 

(46,000 acres) or 
1.5 bi I I ion tonsp 

8 the Nucla KRCFUI 

(1,480 CC) or 26.6 
ml I I ion tons, and 

the East Cortez 

KFG% would not be 

available for coal 

leasing, 

Wilderness designa- 

tion of the Uolores 

River Canyon WSA 

could result in 

significant losses 

of oil D gas a Co2 

reserves. 

ko significant 
Impacts could 

occur. 

Significant, long- 
term adverse 

impacts could 

result fro17 no 
leasittg a nc= 

surface occupancy 

stipulations for 

Coal 

No changes would 

occur 0 

Sane as Resource 

Conservation 

Alternative, 

Wilderness 

designation of 

the four WSAs 

could result in 
significant 

losses of 01 I D 

gas a co;) 
reserves. 

hb changes would 
occur 0 

Slgnif icant, 

long-teml 

adverse impacts 

could result 
from no leasing 

a n-surface 

occupancy 



Table l-l I. (continued) 

Resources/ Resource 

activities conservation 

Subalternatives to 

Alternatives Conservation Alternative 

Resource Current management ECOICCJ ICal 

uti I izatial (no action) Preferred No grazing representation 

~ergy 
and 

Minerals 

(continued) 

vegatat ion 

soi Is 

and 

water 

withdrawals fron 
mineral entry, 

Long-term, benef i- 

cial changes in 

vegetation condition 

could improve water- 
sheds, wildlife 

habitat, & I ivestock 

product ion O 

long-term, slgnlf i- 

cant decreases in 

erosion, sediment, 8 

salinity yields 

would occur. 

tinicipal L donestic 

rata- sources wou Id 

be protected. 

Potential losses of 

oppot-funlties for 
salinity control 

work in portions of 

McKenna Peak WSA 
could occur. 

oil 8 gas leasing 
B withdrawals frond 

mineral entry. 

long-term, positive 

impacts could be 

similar to those 

I i sted under tha 

Resource Conset-va- 

tion Alternative 

except to a greater 

&ent O 

long-term decreases 
in erosion, secli- 

merit, 8 salinity 

yields could occur0 

Municipal L 

donest ic water 

sources would be 

protected o 

Sitwpecif ic, 

adverse impacts 

could continue with 

detrimental effects 

to vegetat ion O 

Continued high 

erosion 8 ssdlment 

yields could occur0 

Salt loading in the 

Colorado River 
rXKlld remain 

unchanged. 

tinicipal 8 

domestic water 

sources would bs 

protected o 

oil L gas leasing 8 
withdrawals from 

mineral entry, 

stipulations for 

oi I 8 gas 

leasing 8 

withdrawal s fro71 

mineral entry. 

long-term, positive long-term, positive Impacts soul d be 

impacts would ba 

similar to those 

I i sted under 

Resource CDnserva- 

tion Alternative,, 

Impacts would be 

similar 00 those 

I i sted under 

Resource 

utilization 
Alternative. 

impacts cou I d occur 

due to removing 

I 1 vestock, 

long-term, 

beneficial impacts 
could occur due lo 

lack of surface 

d I sturbance & 
vegetation 

protect ion O 

similar it3 the 

Resource Conser- 

vat ion Al terna- 

tive except 

feuer areas 

could ba pre- 

ssrved dua to 

designating the 

four E.As as 
wilderness, 

Impacts uould be 
similar to ttose 

I isted under 

Resource 

Conservation 

Alternative, 

except 36% less 
area would ba 

protected o 



Table l-11. (continued) 

Resources/ Resource 
activities consarvatlon 

Subalternatives to 
A I ternat Ives Conservation Alternative 

Rsource Current management ECOloglCal 

utlllzation (no action) Preferred No grazing representation 

Terrestrial long-tenn Improve- 
Wildlife mants in habitat 

conditions could 

occur. liml dls- 
posal could cause 

adverse impacts to 

winter range 8 

r iparian values. 

T&E species could 

benefit fran 
increased p-otec- 

tion. w3 SW= 
herds would remain 

static. 

Manage habltat for: 

20,000 dasr, 1,600 

e I k, 300 pronghorn D 

8 300 bighorn 

Shasp. 

Aquatic 
Wildlife 

long-term, banef i- 

cial impacts could 

occur on 250 miles 
of aglatic 8, 

riparlan habitat. 

Habitat cond it ions 
could Improve in 

long term. 

Increased land 
disposal could 

cause adverse 

impacts dua to 

habitat loss. T&E 

species could be 

enhanced 8 big game 
herds could 

I ncrease . 

Manage habitat for: 

24,000 deer; 3,000 

elk, 500 pronghorn, 

8 500 bighorn 

Sheep. 

long-term, bsnef i - 

clal impacts could 

occuf on 400 miles 
of aquatic 8 

rlparian habitat, 

Improved f I shary 
resources cou I d 

occur 0 

Habitat conditions 
would renain static 

or would decline In 

long term. Big 
gene populations 

would decline in 

long term. 

Nanage habitat for 

current population 

levels of: 20,000 

deer, 1,600 elk 8 
-175 pronghorn 

antelope, 

Soma habitat could 
cant I nue tb 

dec I ine; others 
could remain static 

or improve. 

Impacts would be 
similar to those 

I isted under the 

Resource Conserva- 
tion Alternative. 

KEC des ignat ion 

could have long- 

term, positive 

impacts on wildlife 

though more inten- 
slve management. 

Manage habitat for: 

20,000 deer, 1,600 
elk, 300 pronghorn, 

8 300 bighorn 

Shasp, 

Long-term, benef i- 
clal Impacts could 

occur on ?4 ml les 
of aquatic a 

riparlan habitat. 

Intensive I I vestock 
8 wildlife manage- 

msnt would occur on 

an additional 306 
miles of habitat., 

long-term, 
Toterdial decline 

in habitat condl- 

tion could occur, 
but overal I impacts 

would be positive 

to wild1 ife 

habltat. 

long-term bsnef i- 
cial impacts could 

occur 0 

Impacts would be 
similar to those 

those listed 

under Resource 
Conservation 

Alternative 

except 36% less 
area of wllder- 

ness would be 

designated a 
fewer areas of 

wildlife habitat 

would be 

prateded 0 

Impacts tzould be 
similar lo those 

I lsted under 
Rsource Conser- 

vat ion Al terna- 

tive but 36$ 
less area muld 

ba protected, 



Table l-11. (continued) 

Resources/ Resource 

activities conservation 

Subalternatives to 

Alternatives Conservation Alternative 

Fa3source Current management Ecolcglcal 

utilizatlon (no action) Preferred ko grazlng representation 

Livestock Signif icant, long- Significant, bane- 

Q-azing term adverse impacts ficial long-term 
to I iveslock opera- impacts to I iv* 

tors could occur due stock operators 

to lowered I iveslock could occur due lo 
product ion. 

Livestock use could 
decrease 331 h-cm 

current active 

preference, 

\rJl Id Rx-ses Wi I d horse popula- 
tions could ba 

managed at healthy, 

viable levels in 

spring creek (75 

head) 8 Naturita 

Ridga (50 head) 
herd areas, 

increases In Iive- 

stock production. 

Livestock use could 

increase 29$ frcnn 

current active 
preference. 

l+gative Impacts lo 
public viewing 

could occur dua lo 

removing horses, 
Bxitive, long-term 

impacts could occur 

to vegetation D 
I iveslock, d 

wildlife resources. 

irb change under 

this alternative 
would occur to 

I iveslock use 

levels. 

Similar lo impacts 

I i sted under 
Resource Ut I I i zat ion 

Alternative, 

Livestock use could 

increase 136 fron 

current active 
preference, 

Populations could Impacts could be 
continua to in- similar to those 

crease with local ly I i sted under Res- 

signif icant, ource Conservation 

adverse impacts lo Alternative for 

vegetation D I ive- Spring Creek herd 

stock grazing, L (however D a 50-head 
big gama habitat, horse herd would 

*t-se popu lat ions be intensively 

(approxO 100 head managed 1 0 Impacts 

In Spring Creek Laid bs similar to 

Basin, 24 in those I isted under 

ACEC designation 

could have long-term 

positive impacts to 

I ivestock managemant 
in the Sacred Moun- 

tain area through 

more intensive 
management 0 

Livesluck use Mo signif lcant 

consisting of impacts would 

64,232 ALMs could OCCUI-. 

bs lost in short 8 

long term, causing 
signif icant, 

adverse impacts 

to I ivestock 
oparalors, 

Wild horses could Impacts would ba 
Increase in long siml lar lo those 

term in both areas, I istad under 

Resource 
Bnservat ion 

Alternative, 
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Table l-11. (continued) 

Resources/ 

activities 

Resource 

conservation 

Subalternatives lo 
Alternatives Conservation Alternative 

F&source Current management kolajical 
utilization (no action) Preferred No grazing representat ion 

Wild Horses 
(continued) 

Forestry lnsignif icant pro- 

duction losses 

could occur,. 

Improved management 

could increase wood 

fiber p-cduction 
over the long term. 

Estimated al lowable 
timber harvest would 

be 4,l PMIF/decade, 

8 woodland harvest9 

5,3 PNBF/decade, 

Retreat ion Long-term, benef i- 
cial impacts could 

occur 0 WI I clerness 

designation could 

have both positive 8 

negative, long-term 

impacts to recre* 

tion opportunities 8 

settings, 

lnslgniflcant 

prOdUCt IUl 

increases would 

occur. Impacts 

acts would be 

similar to Resource 

Bnset-vat ion 

Alternative. 

Estimated al lowable 

timber harvest 
would be 606 

i%BF/decade L 

wxxd I and harvest 9 

6,4 tMBF/decade, 

Long-tetm D benef i- 

cial impacts could 

occur o Retreat ion 

set-t I ngs 8 oppor- 
tunities Lwld be 

provided, Reed for 

atypical ecotypes 8 
retreat ion set-t i ngs 

kould continue with 

no WSAs designated 
as wilderness, 

Flaturita Ridge) Resource Utiliza- 

could decline in tion Alternative 

their viability in for kturita Ridge 

long term. herd. 

lnsign If icant 

p-OdUCtiCCl 

increases would 

occur. Impacts 

would be similar lo 

Resource 

Conservation 

Alternative; 
however p estimated 

al lowable timber 

harvest would be 
5,6 fGJlBF/decade. 

MI h-ocd land acres 

are intensively 

mnagd o 

Insignificant 

product ion 
increases wou Id 

occur. Impacts 

would be similar to 

Resource 

Conservation 

Alternative. 
Estimated al lowable 

timbar harvest 

would be 605 
PMBF/decade 8 

wood land harvest 

6,4 MYBF/decade. 

Impacts could be 

similar to those 

I i sled under 

Resource 
Uti I ization 

Alternative, 

Impacts would be 

similar to those 

I i sted under 

Resource Conserve- 

tion Alternative, 

Mores River Can= 

yen WSA would be 

designated as 

wi Iderness, ACEC 

designation could 
have positive, 

kbcd land (24,000 

acres) could be 

made available for 

intensive manage 

men*. 

Big game hunting 
opportunities could 

increase initial ly 

& then gradually 

decline. 

Impacts would be 

similar to 

F&source 

Conservation 

Alternative. 

Impacts would ba 
similar to those 

I i sted under 

Resource 

Bnservat ion 
Alternative, but 

fewer acres 

LouId be 

designated as 

#i Id8m3SSo 



ReXWCeS/ 

activities 

Resource 

conservation 

Table l-l 1, (continued) 

Subalternatives to 
Alternatives Conservation Alternative 

Resource Current management kOlCXJlC?ll 

utilization (no action) Fref erred b!o grazing representation 

Racreat ion Managemant of Management of 

(cant I nued ) Oolcres 8 Silver-ton Dolores 8 Silverton 

SFWAs would be SFWAs uould ba 

intensified. intensified. 

Cultural Overal I long-term, 

Resources banef ici al impacts 

could occurs 

Potential ly adverse 

impacts becausa of 

increased visitor 

use could occur that 

muld be associated 
with wilderness 

designation. 

Overal I long-term, 

benef lcial impacts 

would occur; 

t-uxaver 9 site- 

specific, adverse 

impacts cou I d occur 

due lo increased 

mineral development 
on Crcwi, Cahone, 8 

Swaw/Papcse 
canyons, 

Impacts xould ba 
similar tt, those 

I isted under 

Resource 

Utilization 

Alternative. 

Low levels of 

cu I tural resource 

management wi I I 

continua to 

adversel y af feet 

these resources. 

long-tern impacts 

on recreation set- 

tings 8 opportuni- 

ties through more 

intensive 

management 0 

Manage KcElmo 
Research Natura I 

Area but remove 

mineral aithdrawal o 

Effects VDuld be Long-term benef i- 
similar to those cial impacts could 
I isted under occur because of 

Resource Conserva- eliminating live- 
t ion Alternative, stock trampling on 

but ACEC deslgna- cu I turai resource 
tion muld have sites. 

long-term, positive 
impacts on cultural 

resources through 

more intensive 

management 0 

Nanage Tabeguache 

Q-eek area as an 

Outstand I ng Natural 

f+=L2 

Impacts muld be 

similar to those 

I isted under 

Resource 

Conservation 

Alternative, 

except that four 

WSAs would be 
des I gnated 

instead of 

eight., 



Table l-11. (continued) 

Resources/ 

activities 

Resource 

conservation 

Subalternatives to 

Alternatives Conservation Alternative 

Resource Current management EcOlogiCal 

util izaticn (no action) Preferred Fb grazing representation 

I 
P 
4 

Visual &VOX. 50% of Apcrox. 4% of 

Resources important landscapes important land- 
within planning area scapes within 

would be p-otected. planning area would 

be protected. 

Wilderness long-term, posit iv0 Potential permanent 
R0SOUl-C%S* impacts to wilder- losses of wilder- 

ness values would ness character- 

occur. Natural istics d values 

values would be cou Id occur. 

enhanced 0 Diversity 

in MIPS would be 

enhanced as wculd 

supplemental values, 

All eight WSAs 

(102,601 ac) would 

be recxmmended for 

wilderness. 

No VRM classes have 

been estsbl ished. 

Potential permanent 
losses of wilder- 

ness character- 
istics 8 values 

could occur. 

Prior MPs did not 

consider 

wilderness, 

Approx. 70$ of 

important land- 

scapes within 

planning area would 

be prothcted. 

Dolores River 
Canyon WSA (28,366 

ac) would be reccm- 

mended for wilder- 

ness. Impacts 

would be similar to 
those I isted under 

Resource Conserva- 

tion Alternative 
for [blares River 

Canyon WSA 8 sams 

as Resource 
utilization 

Alternative for 

other seven WSAs, 

No significant 

impacts would 
occur. 

long-term, 
bsnef icial impacts 

could occur due to 

protecting 

vegetation. 

Effects would be 

similar to those 
I i sted under 

F&source Conserva- 

tion Alternative, 
but fewer acres 

would be affected. 

Impacts would be 
similar lo those 

I i sted under 

Resource Conser 

vat ion Alterna- 

tive for Cross and 
Dolores River 

Canyons s McKenna 
Peak, and Weber 

Mxmta in WSAs. 

Approx, 65,788 

acres would be 
recommended for 

t~i I derness, 

Impacts would be 

similar to those 

I isted under ths 
Preferred Alterna- 

tive for Cahone 8 

SqlJi3#/PWOSe 

fi This does not include all alternatives discussed in the Wilderness Technical Supplement, 



Table l-l 1. (continued) 

Resources/ 

activities 

Resource 

C0nservat ion 

Subalternatives lo 
Alternatives Conservation Alternative 

Resource Current management ECOlCXJiCal 

utilization (no action) Preferred Wo grazing representation 

WI lderness 
Resources 

(continued) 

Lands 

0 
a 
cn 

Fire 
Management 

lands disposal 

(approx. I,88 of 

planning area) wil I 

be long-term, 

beneficial use 

through improving 
efficiency of 

managemant. Scma 

Impacts ~.ould occur 
to Rows and private 

lands due to 

VJ I I derness 
designation. 

3,3$ of planning 
area would be 

disposed of, 

improving 
efficiency of 

management. 

Wo wilderness would 

be designated. 

llnder this Impacts would be 
alternative, similar to those 

improved management I i sted under 

of fire in Resouroe 
ecological setting Gonservat ion 

Laid occur., Alternative,, 

Impacts would be 

similar to those 

I i sted under 

Resource lttili.~+ 

tion Alternative 

except 1.65 of 
planning area would 

be disposed, 

No sign if icant 
impacts would occur 

under this 

alternative, 

Impacts would be 

Similar to those 

I i sted under 

Resource Conserve- 
tion Alternative 

except there would 
ba f0VJW impacts 

from w 1 I derness 

designat ion on RJWs 
and private land. 

2,2$ of planning 

area would be 
disposed of. 

Impacts tmrld be 
similar to those 

I i sled under 

Resource 
Cbnservat ion 

Alternative. 

canyons D 

Tabeguache 

Q-eek, d Menefee 

tiunta in WSAs. 

hb impacts would Impacts would be 
occur under this similar to 

alternative, Resource Conser- 

vat ion Alterna- 

tive, except 

only four areas 
would ba 

designated 

wl Iderneas, 

kb important kb change would 
impacts would occur occur under thi s 

under this alternative. 

alternative, 



Table l-11. (continued) 

Resources/ 

activities 

‘Pesource 

conservation 

SubaIternatiwes to 
Alternatives Conservation Alternative 

l&source Current management 6colcgical 

utilizatlcn U-to action) Preferred No grazing representation 

CRV us8 Publ ic lands would 
be designated: 8% 

open, 6% Ilmited, 8 

14$ closed to CRVS. 

Economics Increased revenues Increased revenues 
for recreation 8 are projeckd, bu-t 

tour1 WI would occur, no significant 

but no significant impacts weld 
impacts over-al I e occur. 

Publ ic lands would Public lands are Publ ic lands would 
be designated: 825 current1 y: 95% he d8Signated: 7% 

open, lOga limited, opens 5$ limited, 8 open, 11% limited, 

&8$clceedto less than l,% closed a io$ ~1093d t0 
CRVS. to mvs, CR/s. 

Fb signif icant 
impacts current1 y 

occurring, 

Impacts would be 
similar lo those 

I lsted under 

Resource ConservsP 
tlon Alternative, 

Individual ranchers Impacts muld be 
could bs signifi- similar lo tl-ose 

cantly af fectedd, undsr the 

but significant Resource 

impact wuld occur Conserwat ion 

weral IO Al ternat ivee, 

Source : 84M Data 1964, 





CHAPTER TWO 
AFFECTED EMVlROPlWEWT 

Chapter Two summarizes various physical, biologic, and socfoeconomic characteristics 

of the planning area that af fsct or are affected by the RMP, Much of the information 
contained is summarized from the Management Situation Analysis (IVISA), which Is available 

for review at the Durango San Juan Resource Area Office. The MSA includes more detailed 

material not duplicated in this FHP/EIS, including a description of current management 
(summarized in Chapter 1. Alternatives), 

Cl imate 

The San Juan/San Miguel planning area (see Fig. 2-l) is located in a high plateau and 
mountainous, continental climate regime characterized by dry air, sunny days, clear 

nights, low to moderate precipitation and evaporation, and extreme dai ly temperature 

changes (see Table 2-l). The Continental Divide borders the eastern portion of the study 

area, and the very high, rugged terrain of the San Juan Mountains is to the east and 

north. The western and southwestern portion is characterized by high mesas and deserts, 

The regionls ccmplex topography causes considerable variation in site-specific 

temperature, precipitation, and surface winds, Extremely frigid conditions and blizzards 
can occur, but severe weather conditions such as tornadoes, floods, and damaging hail are 

rare. 

The climatology of the planning area is very diverse; the followlng description 

describes a range of climatic conditions throughout the planning area, Temperatures vary 
mostly with elevation, and to a lesser extent, with local microclimate, At hlgher 
elevations, summer temperatures wi I I probably range from lows of 3’C to highs of 23”C, 

Winter temperatures may range from -17OC to 2’C, Extreme temperatures may fal I as low as 
-43’C or as much as 32%. Freezi ng temperatures and snowfa I I are possi b le year-round D 

with snow accumulation likely from September through May, At lower elevations, summer 

temperatures WI I I range from 10°C to 34’C. Winter temperatures can range from -10°C to 

6°C. Extreme temperatures may fall as low as -32’C, Freezing temperatures are I i kely 

fran September through May, with snow accumulation from October through April. 

Annual precipitation is highly variable, ranging from 30 centimeters (cm) to 100 cm, 

with a small summer maximum due to thunderstorms. At the highest elevations, most 

precl pl tation comes frcm winter snowstorms, Snowfal I amounts vary from approximately 60 
cm at the lower elevations to more than 930 cm at Wolf Creek Pass; mountainous 

accumulation may vary from 75 cm to 225 cm, 

Although upper level winds may predcnninate from the west and southwest, the diverse 

and rugged terrain of the planning area results in complex YJindfiows and surface winds. 

Synoptic (pressure gradient) winds are forced around hil Is or channeled through valleys, 
but without strong gradient flows, daily upslope and downslope winds predominate, Upslope 

winds usually occur on sunny mornings when the alr at higher elevations heats rapidly and 

rises. Downslope winds occur when the air near the ground cools, becomes dense and slnks 
downward along drainages. The planning area is located In the southwest alr basin of 
Colorado, which is defined based on drainage winds, indicating areas of simllar 

atmospheric flow, topographic influence and general dispersion potential o 
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Figure 2-l. San Juan-San Miguel planning area boundaries, 
showing major towns and counties. 
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Table 2-1. Selected Climatic Data, 

Station 

Frost-free 

periods 

Elevation Temperatures (OC) Precipitation (cm) Mean Mean 

(m; mean Extreme Mean Annual Mean Extreme Annual Monthly Monthly Mean Days (begin (end 

sea level) minimum minimum mean maximum maximum mean maximum minimum snowfall date) date) 

Cortez 

Durango 
Fort Lewis 

lgnacio 

Mesa Verde N.P. 
Y Norwood w 

Pagosa Springs 

Paradox 

Silverton 

Teiiuride 

Vaiiecito Dam 

Wolf Creek Pass 

1,885 -33 1 9 18 38 32 4.3 1.0 109 126 5/29 10/2 

1,995 -34 -2 8 18 36 47 6.6 1.8 170 152" 5/18* 10/17* 

2,315 -37 -3 6 14 34 44 5.6 2.0 201 96 6/13 9/17 

1,960 -37 -2 8 18 39 35 406 1.5 102 106 6/7 9/21 

2,155 -29 3 10 17 37 45 5o6 1.8 201 158 5/14 10/19 

2,140 -35 -2 7 15 34 36 501 1.8 152 109 6/7 9/24 

2,205 -43 -4 6 16 37 48 6.4 1.8 315 58 6/21 8/18 

1,620 -29 1 10 20 40 30 4.3 1.3 61 129 5/21 9/27 

2,840 -38 -7 2 12 29 57 706 3.0 356 10 6/28 7/8 

2,670 -36 -5 4 13 32 55 704 2.5 373 40 6/23 8/2 

2,330 -37 -3 6 15 33 64 709 223 330 112 6/4 9/24 

2,870 -28 -4 3 11 31 104 12.4 2.8 922 20s 6/24* 7/14* 

* U,S. Department of Commarce 1981. 

Source: Pedco Environmental, inc. 1981. 
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(Under stable conditions, pollutants tend to collect and concentrate In an air basin until 
regional synoptic winds disperse the air between basins.) 

Air Qua1 ity 

The air quality is believed to be typical of undeveloped regions in the western 

United States; ambient pol l&ant levels are usually near or below the measurable I imits. 

Preliminary estimates for pollutant concentrations in the planning area are available in 

the San Juan Resource Area Off ice, Locations vulnerable to decreasing air quality from 

extensive development include immediate operation areas (surface mines, milling 

operations, power plants, etc.) s and local population centers with their induced impacts. 
Seasonal average standard visual range measurements at Mesa Verde National Park vary from 

140 to 240 kilometers. 

Most of southwestern Colorado has been designated a Prevention of Significant 

Deterioratlon (PSD) Class I I (Federal air quality standard) attainment area. Some towns 

have measured high Total Sujpended Particulate (TSP; see Glossary) levels (exceeding 

1 ncrements) D but since the cause is primarily natural fugitive dust, these towns have been 

designated “uric lassi f I ed” for TSP, PSD Class I areas in the planning area include Mesa 

Verde National Park and Weminuche Wilderness Area. Lizard Head Wilderness (formerly 

called the Wilson Mountain Primitive Area which is now part of Lizard Head) is a Colorado 

Category I air quality area under the U.S, Forest Servicess (USFS) jurisdiction. 

Minerals 

Leasable 

Coal, Coal is found in three geoIog?c formations within the planning area: the 

Dakota, Menefeep and Frui tl and 0 The Dakota sandstone outcrops in the western portion of 

the area; however, only near the East Cortez and Nucla KRCRAs (Fig. 2-la) do there appear 

to be commercial quantities of coal in the Dakota Formation, The other coals in the 

formation appear to be rather discontinuous, reaching a maximum thickness of 2 feet. In 

many places only a highly carbonaceous shale is present (Cullins and Bowers 19651, Dakota 

coal is considered to be of coking quality in the Nucla area and of marginal coking 
quality in the East Cortez area (see Table 2-210 

The other two formations (Menefee and Fruitland) that contain coal are exposed on the 

north and northeast margins of the San Juan Basin (Shomaker l97l), Both Menefee and 

Fruitland coals are considered to be of coking quality dependent on their location in the 

KRCRA. The Menefee and Fruitland outcrops trend along the northern boundary of the 

Durango KRCRA in Colorado, Past coal mining in the Menefee and Fruitland formations 

supported the Denver and Rio Grande railroad spurs and may have also provided domestic 

needs, while mining in the Dakota Formation mainly provided for local needs. 

Al I of the Nucla (2,080 acres, 35 mi I lion tons) and the East Cortez (2,840 acres, 30 

mil lion tons) KRCRAs are 100 percent mineable by surface methods,, In the Durango KRCRA 

( 143,780 acres) D approximately 5 percent (300 ml I lion tons) of the area is mineable by 
surface and underground methods; the remaining 95 percent (5 blllion tons) is mineable 

only by underground methods, 
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Figure 2-la. Mineral resources within the planning area, 
including the Nucla, East Cortez and Durango KRCRAs and DOE 
lease tracts. 
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East 

Cortez 

Dakota 

Durango Fruitland: 

Durango area 

*nefee: 

Dur ango area 

Table 2-2. Quality of Coal in 

KRCRAs in Planning Area. 

KRCRA Coal formation 

Nucla Dakota 

Quality 

Subbituminous C to high-volatile 

A bl tuminous rank 

Percent 

Sulfur: 0.3 to 0.7 

Ash: 11,o to 28.8 

7,373 to l1,546 Btus 

General ly thin and discontinuous; 

High-volatile bituminous B or C 

rank 

Percent 

Sulfur: 0.7 to 908 

Ash: 14.2 to 1803 

10,440 to 14,400 Btus 

Poor quality due to thln shale 

partings and high ash content 

Sulfur: 

Ash: 

Percent 

1.3 
16,8 

11,900 Btus 

Pagosa Springs area Medium-volatile bituminous rank 

Percent 

Sulfur: 0,9 to 1,7 

Ash: 11.4 to 23.4 

10,890 to 12,650 Btus 

High-volat ile, bituminous B or C 

rank 

Percent 

Sutfur: x10 

Ash: (10 

12,500 to 14,000 Btus 

Source: BLM Data 1984. 

2-5b 



Coal production in the planning area has been from three major mining operations: 

the Martinez Strip (Chimney Rock; east of Durango), the King Coal (National King Coal; 

west of Durango), and the Nucla Strip (see Table 2-3 for breakdown of coal production and 

Fig. 2-lb) 1. The National King Coal mine has been the only coal producer from public land 

in the planning area in the last ten years. 

A cat I for coal resource information was made in early 1983 and expressions were 

indicated in two areas in the Durango KRCRA, the Chimney Rock and Hay Gulch areas. Based 
upon the lack of expressions in other areas, this plan focused the unsuitability analysis 

on only high and,moderate lands in the KRCRAs. No expressions were received on the Nucla 

or East Cortez KRCRAs. 

Demand for coal can be expected to increase slightly once leasing begins in the 

Colorado portion of the San Juan region. Factors that I imit increased demand for coal in 
the planning area are lack of transportation (no nearby railheads) and contracts to 

purchase any coal that is produced-- factors which have considerable influence on the 

stabi Ii l-y of the demand for the coal. 

01 I and Gas. 01 I and gas production, occurring throughout the planning area, has 

been and is currently from designated oil and gas fields or trend expressions of those 

fields (see Table 2-4 for major fields and production). Producing formations are the 

Lower lsmay and Desert Creek units of the Paradox Member of the Hermosa Format ion; Rico 

Table 2-3. Coal Production in Planning Area, 1/ 

Year Martinez King Coal Nucla Strip 

Strin 

1973 

1974 
1975 

1976 
1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 
1983-2( 

Total 897;244 629,939 991,368 

4,366 
38.677 

78,786 

8,425 

255,013 

259,477 
252,500 

9,488 

9,912 

15,790 

16,770 
22,570 

66,046 

92,014 

87,189 

135,368 

121,068 
65,077 

106,798 

106,723 
104,980 

97,939 

94,402 

102,393 

121,752 

93,069 

60,260 

61,237 
41,815 

i/Figures in tons, from 1973 through 1983, 
~/AS of December 1983. 

Source: State of Colorado Mine Inspections 

1983. 
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Figure 2-1 b. Mineral resources within the planning area, 
including KGSs, existing coal leases and areas under mining 
Plans of Operations. 
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Table 2-4. Major Oi I and Gas Fields 
and Production in Planning Area. 

Field 
Pub1 ic 1981 Prod uct I on Cumu I at i ve Gas prod- 

land oi I 9s ol I uct ion County 

(I) (barrels) (thousand (barrels) (thousand (Colorado) 

cubic feet) cubic feet) 

And yQ s Mesa 

Cache 
Chromo 

Dove Creek 

Flodlne Park 

Goodman Point 

House Creek 

Li sbon S.E. 
McClean 

Montrose Dome 

Papoose Canyon 

Point Lookout 

S I erra 

Slick Rock 

90 0 349,130 10,696 14,704,629 San Miguel 

67 68,135 78,340 3,514,384 6,723,318 Montezuma 

25 1,082 0 158,036 6,342 Archuleta 
100 0 0 24,721 372,860 Montezuma 

100 25,530 104,384 2,181,017 8,029,542 Montezuma 

100 0 0 1,401 552 Montezuma 

10 0 0 0 25,383 Montezuma 

100 7,931 839,233 129,817 11,54 1,053 San Miguel 
100 0 0 6,124 19,232 Montezuma 

100 0 0 0 58,092 Mon trose 

90 113,025 1,055,462 1,720,994 13,200,861 Do I ores 
10 0 0 0 23,000 Montezuma 

45 9,301 132 148,034 27,110 Montezuma 

4.972 75 0 4,972 San Ml uel 

Total 225,004 20431,653 7,905,224 54,736,946 

Source: State of Colorado 1981, 
Note: This table shows total production since field was dlscovered until 1981, 

and Cutler formations; Shinarump Member of the Chinle Formation; lb-r 4 son D Dakota D Mesa 

Verde, and Picture Cliffs Sandstone formations (State of Colorado 1981), 

Most of the .oli and gas production from public lands in the planning area (approx. 

90% of which is currently leased) has come from fields in the western portion of 

Montezuma, Dolores, and San Miguel counties; most of these fields are located near or 
overlap the Utah-Colorado border, GEM Reports for Squaw/Papoose, Cross and Cahone Canyons 

(GRA 10, May 1983) have also shown thls area to have high potential for oil and gas, 

A considerable amount of geophysical (seismic) exploration has been and continues to 

be conducted; in some cases, the same areas have been explored many times over. The area 

along the Utah-Colorado border between the Flodine Park and the Papoose Canyon fields Is 
an example of this concentrated seismic exploration, 

011 and gas production in the plannlng area has remained relatively constant over the 

period 1971 through 1981 (see Table 2-4). In 1982 the area suffered a decline in the 
amount of well drilling activity and loss of oil- and gas-related jobs due to a temporary 

oversupply of oil and gas resulting from energy conservation efforts and depressed 
economic activity. Oil and gas production from the planning area appears to be consistent 

with the national trend (Barrick, personnal ccnnmun. 1983). 
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Cross Canyon and Squaw/Papoose Canyon WSAs and the Rare Snake and Lizard Area (480 
acres) have been nominated by industry as Areas of Critical Mineral Potential (ACIUIP; see 

Glossary) for oil and gas, 

Carbon Dioxide (C02)0 CO2 gas fields are being developed in the McElmo Dome 

area, one of the more important projects currently being developed. In addition, the Doe 

Canyon area has potential for CO2 development, although very little activity has taken 

place at this time (Barrick personal commun. 19831, CO2 occurs in the Leadvil le 

Limestone of Mississippian age (Ekren and Rouser 1965) and its main use is for tertiary 

oil and gas recovery in depleted fields (see Table 2-5 for production figures), 

Current CO2 demand is higher than what is being produced, but product ion is 

expected to increase significantly in the spring of 1984 when Shell puts their pipeline 

into production. Production should average one bil I ion cubic feet of CD2 per day by 

1988 (She1 I Oil Co,, personal ccmmun. 1983), 

Locatab I e 

Uranium and Vanadium, Uranium and vanadium are found throughout the planning area, 

occurring mainly in the Morrison Formation of late Jurassic age; to a lesser extent D these 

elements also occur in the Chinle, Entrada, and Burro Canyon formations, Although the 

Morrison Formation is widely distributed in the planning area, major ore-grade deposlts 

are located in a narrow, elongated area, known as the llUravan mineral belt,” that extends 

from Gateway through Uravan to Slick Rock, Production has occurred since the early 1900s 

and has continued to the present, Although major production from the Salt Wash Member of 

the Morrison Formation has been from this area (Thamm et al. 1981), there has been 

interest in the potential for uranium occurrence in the Brushy Basin Member; a mine 

located on Department of Energy (DOE) Lease Tract C-SR-l6A has produced. In general D any 

areas where the Morrison Formation outcrops or where it lies to some degree at a shallow 

depth are of interest for uran lum recovery, 

The Chinle Formation (the major uranium and vanadium source in Utah) lies at 

considerable depth (1,600 ft to 3,900 ft) throughout the planning area0 However, In the 

Slick Rock district, the Chinle is at approximately 1,500 feet depth and has been of some 

interest, 

The only known uranium occurrence near Si lverton is in the area of Elk Park 

approximately five miles south of Silverton. The Elk Park Mine has produced approximately 

300 tons of CO,2 percent or greater) uranium during the period 1978 to 1980, 

Mineralization occurs in an area of intense folding and fracturing between two major 

east-west trending faults occurring In the quartzltes of the.Unccmpahgre Formation (Bailey 

1982), Uranium and vanadium quality is comparable in the planning area., Ore bodies vary 

from pods and lease depos I ts in the Salt Wash Member to a somewhat continuous depos I t in 

Elk Park, 

There are more than 66,000 unpatented mining claims in the planning area. Of these, 

approximately 62,000 claims are in areas of known or suspected uranium and vanadium 

mineralization, Rodudion figures for these commodities within the planning area are 

contained in Table 2-6, It is difficult to determine what percentage of this production 

has come from publ ic lands; however, a reasonable estimate would be approximately 95 to 97 

percent, No production figures are available for recent years; however, the drop in 
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Table 2-5. Annual Oil and Gas and CO2 
Production in Planning Area. 

Year Oil 
(barrels) 

Gas CO2 
(thousand (thousand 

ft31 ft3) 

1971 346,594 31,069,658 132,690 

1972 467,856* 31,658,395* 159,447 

1973 678,402 35,462,107 142,813 
1974 616,409 29,595,888 123,016 

1975 555,849 29,218,297 229,382 
1976 452,440 29,102,462 317,720 

1977 398,622 30,760,888 574,087 
1978 373,793 28,096,053 542,779 

1979 367,486 29,658,747 678,101 

1980 287,724 29,404,610 634,514 

1981 444,830 30,741,365 727,930 

Total 4,490,005 308,768,470 4,262,479 

fi Includes total production from Colorado counties in planning 

area, 1971 through 1981. 

Source: State of Colorado 1981, 

Table 2-6. Uranium and Vanadium Production in Planning Area,* 

Year Uranium/lb Price/lb Vanadium/lb Price/lb 

1973 444,472 6.00 2,610,377 1.70 

1974 720,207 8.00 3,832,643 2.37 

1975 694,254 10065 4,503,105 1.87 
1976 525,341 16.66 8,287,705 0080 

I 1977 1,516,774 18.36 11,801,283 2004 

1978 1,474,252 15.14 7,398,004 0,70 
1979 1,611,422 18.74 17,181,807 1,oo 
1980 1,162,785 14.70 69968,323 0.85 

Total 8,149,507 62,130,447 

* 1973 through 1979, 

Source: State of Colorado 1980. 
Note: Data are unavailable to present date (1984). 
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uranium price, decline in exploration activity, and some mine closings are good 

indications that production is down. GEM Reports (GRA 8 May, 1983) have also shown 

possible mineral iration in Sylveys Pocket area and in the Upper Bul I Canyon (the Dolores 

River Canyon area). 

Other Minerals. The Silverton area has produced gold, silver, copper, lead, zinc, 

and tungsten, which may occur in veins radial to the rim of the Silverton caldera, 

chimneys, breccia pipes, or as disseminated and replacement deposits, The vein systsms 

are by far the most important type of mineral deposit (Burbank and Luedke 1969; Varnes 

1963) and this area is one of the more significant alteration-type deposits in the state, 

In the La Sal Creek mining district, copper and si I ver have been produced from the 

Cashin and Cliffdwel ler mines (Set, 22, T. 47 N., R, I9 W,), The ore deposits occur in 

steeply dipping fault zones that cut the Wingate sandstone and extend downward into the 

underlying formations (San Miguel Resource Area Unit Resource Analysis 19771, 

Placer gold mining occurs along the numerous rivers and creeks whose headwaters 

originate in the San Juan Mountains--specifical ly, the San Miguel, Animas and Mancos 

rivers. The main interest in placer gold has been along the San Miguel River, Moderate, 

weekend type interest has been indicated in the Si I verton area,, 

Placer gold deposits ccmmonly occur in terrace gravel deposits above water level,, 

The placer gold deposits of the San Juans are difficult to recover due to the fineness of 

the flakes (thus the name flour gold), Approximately 4,000 to 5,000 mining claims are 

located in the Silverton area, The majority of mineral production for other minerals is 

being obtained frcm land other than public land. 

The increased price of gold has caused a surprisingly low increase in exploration and 
production activity. Independent interest has increased as would be expected; however, 

I arge operations that original ly d i splayed interest have dropped off somewhat, It appears 

that demand for base and precious metals in the planning area is relatively stable, 

Econonics and transporation are probably the limiting factors to increased activity in 

base and precious metals. 

Saleable 

Sand and Gravel. Sand and gravel deposits of road-surfacing quality are found 

throughout most of the planning area along major river drainages as rrel I as throughout 

some of the associated tributaries, Along the margins of major drainages, varying sizes 

of terrace deposits occur. In areas adjacent to the San Juan Mountains (particularly the 

Animas Valley), all of the gravel deposits are probably either directly or indirectly of 

glacial origin; smal I isolated deposits occur along Disappointment Creek, One rather 

large deposit involving public land exists approximately two miles south of Durango on 

Ewing Mesa; considerable interest has been expressed in this deposit., 

In the western portions of Montezuma, Dolores, and San Miguel counties, true sand and 

gravel deposits are either rare or non-existent. Road maintenance and upgrading are 

acconpl i shed with crushed sandstone,, In the Si lverton area the major source of 
road-surfacing material has been from colluvial deposits, which consist of talus and slope 

wash materials. 
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Public lands general ly do not contribute significantly (less than 10s) to sand and 

gravel production In the planning area and the potential generally does not exist for 

public sand and gravel resources contributing significantly to the local situation. 

Vegetation 

The San Juan-San Miguel planning area is exemplified by seven major vegetation types 

(see Table 2-7), Of thesep three types account for 87 percent of the vegetation 

present--( 1) pinyon-jun i per wood land (60%) D (2) sagebrush-grassland complex ( 18%) p and (3) 
salt desert shrub (9$)0 

Table 2-7, Vegetation Types and Subtypes Present in Planning Area, 

Type 

Acreage (percent of 

total vegetation) Subtype 

Pi nyon-j un i per 

wood I and 
599,800 (60) Pinyon pine % 

juniper” 

Con i fer forest 52,800 ( 5) 

Sagebrush-grass1 and 181,800 (18) 

Salt desert shrub 

Mountain shrub 

Alpine tundra 

Riparlan 

88,400 ( 9) 

24,400 ( 3) 

40,000 ( 4) 

6,800 ( 1) 

Ponderosa pine, Engel- 
mann spruce-subal pine 

f lr, 8 Douglas-fir 

Big d black sagebrush, 

winterfat, short, mid, 

and Pal I grass spp, 

Shadscale, mat, A four- 
wing saltbush, 8 black 

greaseuood 

Oakbrush, mountain 

mahogany, serviceberry, 

t~i I lows, 8 bi tterbrush 

Sedges 8 high altitude 

grass spp, B forb spp, 

Sedges, rushes, 1~11 lows 

cottonrrood D a I der D and 

birch 

Tota I acreage 994,000 

9 This figure includes 4,500 acres of aspen, 
Source: BLM Data 1984, 
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Riparian 

Riparian vegetation is.present throughout the planning area in assoclatlon with river 

bottoms and other perennial and intermittent streams. Total 4 ng less than 1 percent of the 
land acreage in the area, riparian vegetation stli I is a vltai ecological component of the 

environment. It provides many valuable and diverse habitat features essential to many 

species of terrestrial and aquatic wildlife. Overai I 9 the r i parlan vegetation type has a 
high potential for recovery and improvement following disturbance, 

Sagebrush-Grassland Complex 

These cunmunitles, comprising 18 percent of the total land coverage in the planning 

area typifies the major vegetation type in the upper val iey and basin terraln that range 
between 5,000 feet and 7,500 feet in elevation. Large areas in this vegetation complex 

are classified as crucial winter range for several big game alldlife species. Higher 

elevation and precipitation areas with deeper soils have a good potential for recovery and 

revegetat ion subsequent to d I sturbance. 

Salt Desert Shrub 

Salt desert shrub canmunities constitute 9 percent of the total area and are confined 

to the Western basins and valleys, with elevations between 4,500 feet and 6,000 feet. 

These canmunities are characterized by soils with high salt contents and have a ilmited 
potential for vegetation production, recovery, and revegetation fol lowlng disturbance. 

Mountain Shrub 

Mountain shrub communities comprise 3 percent of the piannlng area and are confined 
to the upper foothil I zone and the lower edge of higher mountain topography. Elevation 

ranges between 6,000 feet and 9,000 feet. The mountain shrub type is typified by 

vegetation species that are important forage and cover for many wildlife species. Most 
mountain shrub communities are located on steep slopes within a broken topography; thus, 

the revegetation potential is limited. 

Pinyon-Jun iper Woodland 

Pi nyon-jun iper wood land canprises 60 percent of the total land coverage and 93 
percent of the forest land base In the planning area0 These communltles, found between 

5,000 feet and 7,800 feet in ei evatlon and containing important cover and forage values 

for many wlldlife species, are a dlstlnct ecosystem to be managed and perpetuated for 
producing multiple resource values. Large continguous blocks of operable pinyon-juniper 

woodland pose a reclamation problem because of the long growing rotation (150 years). 

Stands of poor canmercial value typically occur on more marglnal soils and in areas of 

lower precipitation, which limits the revegetation and reclamation potential (see Table 

2-8). 

Con I fer Forest 

Conlfer forest, predcminateiy ponderosa pine and Engeimann spruce-subalpine fir, 
constitutes 5 percent of the total land acreage in the planning area0 Ponderosa pine, 

found from 7,800 feet to 9,000 feet in elevation, is a valuable timber resource and also 
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important habitat for many wildlife species. Because It occurs on deeper soils and higher 
preclpltatlon areas, the reclamation potential In ponderosa pine type is good. Spruce-flr 
occurs frcm 9,000 feet to 11,000 feet in elevation, However, the high elevation 

topography and difficult access limited the use of thls forest type In the past, but it IS 

presently emerging as one of the more Important timber resources. 

Alpine Tundra 

These canmunities, which prowlde Important big-game summer forage, constitute 4 

percent of the planning area and are found between 11,000 feet and 14,000 feet in 
elevation. Alpine tundra communities consist of many high altitude species of sedges, 
grasses, forbs, and shrubs, Many areas above tImberline are steep9 rocky, and essentially 

devo Id of vegetat Ion. Due to the high altitude, short growing season0 and poorly 
developed soils, the reclamation potential In the alplne tundra type is seriously limited., 

Vegetatlon Inventory 

A vegetation 1nventor.y conducted during 1980 through 1982 classified the suitability 

and present ecologlcal condition of 889,400 acres of public land in the planning area for 
grazing. Following site descriptions developed by ColoradoQs SCS, vegetation communities 

were placed in one of five categories (excel Ient, good, fair, poorp and unclassified; see 

Appendlx 9-G for condition ratings). Less than 1 percent of the public lands Inventoried 
are in excellent ecological condition, 3 percent, good; 23 percent, fair; 39 percent, 

poor; and 34 percent remains unclassified (including aii revegetated areas, woodlands, and 

steep-rocky unsul tab le lands) D Revegetated lands compr Ise approximate1 y 59,000 acres or 
18% of the unclassified acres. Approximately 57,000 acres of public land were not 

inventoried and no vegetation condition information is available, 

Vegetation condition is a classification system that groups plant communities 

according to the degree of successional change from the expected climax plant community. 

This al lows for developing management objectives related to ecologIcal conditions, but 

Table 2-8. Suitable Conifer Forest and Operable 

Pinyon-Juniper Woodlands Within Planning Area, 

Type Acreage Subtype 

Con I fer forest 13,000 Ponderosa pine, Englemann 

spruce-subalplne fir, & 

Doug ias-f ir 

Pi nyon-j un I per 

wood I and 

66,500 Plnyon pine a juniper 

Source: BLM Data 1984, 
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vegetation condition is not necessarily consistent with grazing use values, Fair 

ecological condition may represent good livestock forage condition, such as a chained area 

where brush and tree species have been removed to promote grasses and forbs, A climax 

plant community represented by excel lent ecological condition may not provide better 

protection from soil erosion than a plant conmunity in good ecological condition, 

Threatened 9 Endangered, and Sensitive PI ants 

Federal I y-l i sted threatened 9 endangered s and sensitive plants were considered 

throughout the San Juan-San Miguel planning area in compliance with the Federal Register 

(Vol. 45, No. 242, December 15, 19801, The one species that is included on the Federal 

list of endangered plants appears in Table 2-9. The four species that are included on the 
Federal list of sensitive (probable threatened or endangered) plants appear in Table 2-10. 

A baseline inventory was conducted in the summer of 1982 to identify existing and 

potential habitat for the endangered spineless hedgehog cactus (Echinocereus 

triglochidiatus). 

Table 2-9, Endangered Plants Occurring Within 

San Juan-San Miguel Planning Area. 

Scientific plant name/ 

common name Hab i tat 

Locat ion/ 

county 

Echinocereus triglochidiatus/ Rocky soils Paradox 

Spineless hedgehog cactus in open pinyon- Val ley 

juniper stands, (Montrose) 
flat aspects of 

mesa tops 

Source: BLM Data 1984, 
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Table 2-10. Sensitive Plants Occurring Within 

San Juan-San Miguel Planning Area. 

Scientific plant name/ 

common name Habitat 

Locat ion/ 

county 

Erigeron kachinensis/ 

Kach I na da i sy 

Caves in I imestone 

cliffs, moist 

crevices with 

water seeps 

Lupinus crassus 

(none) 

Loose shale soils 

Mertensia arizonica 

var. granami i 

Moist alkaline 

soils of seeps 

on sandstone ledges 

Mimulus eastwoodiae/ Shallow alcoves 8 

Eastwood monkey caverns ai th water 

flower seeps 

Phlox caryophylla/ 

Phlox 

Sagebrush slopes 8 

flats, often on 

Mancos shale 

Dolores River 

(Montrose) 

Paradox Val ley 

and Nucla 

(Montrose) 

Dolores River 

(Montrose) 

Dolores River 

(Montrose) 

(Archuleta, La 

Plata, Monte- 

zuma 1 

Source: BLM Data 1984. 

THREATENED species with potential habitat but having no known occurrence on BLM 

I ands in our area are: 

Scientific name/Common name Hab i tat 

Sclerocactus glaucus/Uinta Basin 

hook I ess cactus 

Sclerocactus mesae-verdae/ 
Mesa Verde cactus 

Gravel ly flats, 

low hills, sparse 

vegetation 

Lorr clay hills d 
mesa sides, sparse 

vegetation 

ENDANGERED species with potential habitat but having no known occurrence on BLM 

I ands in our area are: 

Scientific name/Common name Habitat 

Pediocactus knowltonil/Knowlton 
hedgehog cactus 

Gravel ly hll ltops 
with open pi nyon- 

juniper stands 
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Sol Is 

Intensive soil surveys have been conducted via interagency agreements with SCS on 

most of the planning area--the San Miguel Sol I Survey (San Miguel, western Montrose, and 

central Dolores counties); the Cortez Soi I Survey (Montezuma and western Do lores 

counties); and the La Plata County Survey (public land in La Plats County), BLM- 

administered land in San Juan and Archuleta counties and a smal I area in Rio Arriba 

County, New Mexico, were mapped during 1983. Deta I I ed soi I survey coverage has been 
accanpl i shed with the except ion of smal I, scattered tracts in the Pagosa Springs area. 

Vegetation cover data were col lected between 1980 and 1982 on approximately 347,000 
acres (37% of the planning area) in the northern portion. Annual sheet erosion rates were 

calculated using that cover data and the Universal Soil Loss Equation (USLE). The erosion 

rates for these sites were then categorized as natural or slightly accelerated, moderately 

accelerated, and severely accelerated (see Table 2~11)~ 

GUI ly erosion, recorded during the inventory, is severe in Disappointment, Paradox, 

and Gypsum val leys, Dry Creek Basin, Ross Fort Park, Broad Canyon, the Mud Springs area, 

and along some of the intermittent drainages that flow south into McElmo Creek,, 

Localized, severe gullying and rill erosion also occurs in the Silver-ton area, primarily 

as a result of extensive DRV use, poor road maintenance, and post-mining activity, 

Wind erosion or soil blowing is generally not severe except in very localized 

situations where vegetation cover is sparse on sandy soils, The smal I sand dunes in 

Flodine Park and Yel lowjacket Canyon are susceptible to severe wind erosion, Dveral I 

trends in erosion condition have not been established; they will be monitored as funding 

and manpower permit. 

Table 2-l I. Erosion Trends on Publ ic Lands 

Within Planning Area, 

Eros ion rates 

Natural or slightly Moderate1 y - Severely 

accelerated accelerated accelerated 

Public land 

acres with 

ava I I ab le data 108,611 121,430 117,243 

Source: BLM Data 1984. 

Water Resources 

Surface Water Resources 

Water Quantity. The RMP lies within two major subbasins of the Upper Colorado River 

Basin, the Dolores and the San Juan. The Dolores and San Juan river systems typlcal ly 
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experience peak flows, primarily from snowmelt, between Apr i I and June, Low flows occur 

during late fall and winter and are comprised mostly of ground-water discharge, The 

majority of the lower elevation drainages receives I ittle annual precipitation and as a 

result experiences intermittent or ephemeral flows. High-intensity summer thunderstorms 

are conmon occurrences throughout the planning area and often result in high peak 

discharges of short duration, 

In Colorado, the San Juan River Basin drains approximately 5,800 square miles, 8 

percent of which (or 464 sq mi) is managed by BLHrs San Juan Resource Area, These major 

tributaries drain the Colorado portion of the San Juan River Basin-the San Juan, Piedra, 

Los Pines, Animas, Florida, La Plata, Mancos, and McElmo, 

Co1 lectively, these drainages annual ly produce an average of I .5 mil lion acre-feet of 

water. In addition, more than I million acre.-feet annually is diverted for irrigation, 

municipal t domestic, industrial D recreational p and Pransmountain and transbasin diversions 

uses. In the planning area, there are approximately 3,739 acres located in Rio Arriba 
County, New Mexico (in the San Juan River Basin), for which there are no water resource 

data presently available, 

Where it leaves the RMP area, the Dolores River drains approximately 3,800 square 

mi les; 29 percent (or 1,083 sq mi) of which is managed by the BLM Montrose District. This 

portion of the Dolores River Basin annual ly discharges an estimated 600,000 acre-feet to 

650,000 acre-feet of water to the Dolores River. In addition, an annual estimated average 

of 275,000 acre-feet is diverted for irrigation, municipal D domestic, industrial D 

recreational D and transbasin diversion uses, After the McPhee Barn is completed D the 

amount of water diverted could change slgniflcantly, 

Silverton, Colorado, is presently the only municipality obta’ining surface water 

directly from BLM land (the Boulder Gulch watershed) for a public water supply, Several 

other municipalities, including Nucla, Naturita, and Durango, obtain their water from 

major surface-water drainages whose watersheds have acreage under BLM management (see 

Fig. 2-2). 

The water yield from public land in the planning area is quite variable, factors 

controlling it include soil type, vegetation type and density, elevation, slope, and the 

amount, duration, and intensity of precipitation. 

Water Qual ity. Throughout the planning areap the water quality varies considerably 

with most of the high qual i ty water found in the higher elevations, The water qua I i ty 

parameters of major concern are sediment. salinity, heavy metals, and biologic pathogens, 

The water qua1 ity is presently managed in accordance with the Clean Water Act of 1977, 

Colorado State Water Quality Standards, and The Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Act 
of 1974. 

Throughout the Colorado River Basin, a growing water quality concern is salinity, 

Salinity concentrations in the Lower Colorado River Basin have been progressively 

increasing due to continued development and water use by agriculture, municipalities, and 
industry there, To aid in reversing this trend, BLMts present direction is to identify 

and control diffuse (nonpoint) salinity sources on public lands. 
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Within the planning area, there are approximately 17,000 acres of saline soils on 

public land that potentially contribute salt to the Lotier Colorado River Basin, The 

highest concentration of these so i Is can be found in the Di sappointment Val ley where more 

than 16,000 acres of highly saline soils and underlying saline marine-deposits each year 

contribute several thousand tons of salt to the Colorado River Basin, Before sal in ity 

control measures are identified for this area, a better understanding of the local hydrol- 
ogy and salt-loading mechanisms is needed. The limited amount of existing data suggests 

that both ground-water and subsurface flow processes are, to some degree, responsible for 

high salt yields, which would render surface control measures relatively useless, 

Therefore, this area will require additional hydrologic and salinity studies and analyses. 

Other major diffuse sources of salinity in the RMP area are Paradox and Big Gypsum 
val leys and Dry Creek Basin, A listing of point salinity sources can be found in BLWss 

kiontrose District (BLPI Data 1984) 0 The two basic types of salinity control measures that 

could be employed on diffuse salinity sources are using physical structures such as 

retention dams, gully plugs, etcep a nd reducing activities on saline soils that result in 

soi I compact ion, Both of these techniques reduce or retain surface runoff and sediment, 

which are the primary salt transport mechanisms, Indirect benefits such as increased 

forage, water for wildlife and livestock, and flood and sediment control could be derived 

from these salinity control techniques. 

Within the planning areap there are currently several areas exhibiting high or very 

high sediment yields, Characteristical ly, these areas have erosive solls coupled with 

sparse vegetation and little annual precipitation. Sediment has resulted in on-site 

problems such as lowered land productivity and shortened D useful Ii fe of in-channel water 

developments, Downstream sediment increases water treatment costs and reduces the I I fe of 

irrigation equipment, Several areas have experienced accelerated or man-caused increases 

in the sediment yield, which is primarily a result of land-surface disturblng activities 
such as grazing, mineral exploration and mining, and, in a few cases, ORV use0 Both 

unmaintained roads and water developments have also resulted in increased sediment yields 

throughout the planning area0 

Since sediment is one of the primary salt transport mechanisms on diffuse salinity 

sources, dual benefits could be derived by reducing sediment yields from Paradox, Big 

Gypsum, and Di sappoi ntment val leys, and Dry Creek Basln watersheds. 

Presently, there are little data quantifying the accelerated sediment yields in the 

RMP area, Visual observations have been the primary means of identifying these areas; 

therefore, to efficiently develop treatments to reduce accelerated sediment yields, 

additional inventories and studies are needed, 

The Upper Animas River drainage exhibits acid and heavy metal pollution from both 

natural and man-caused ( i .,eos hard-rock mining) processes. The present management of 

these water resources is strictly to prevent further water quality degradation. lmprovi ng 

the water quality in this drainage has been limited by a lack of funding and workforce, 

the lack of a long-term water quality data base (needed to efficiently select reclamation 

sites), and, in some cases, determining which party has the reclamation responsibility. 

It appears that much of the mining that is causing water quality problems was performed in 

a legal fashion, leaving the liability of past mine owners and operators in question. 

Some of these problems could be resolved and low cost and low maintenance reclamation 

techniques recently developed by the Colorado Mined Land Reclamation Division could be 
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employed to upgrade the water quality. In Colorado, an experiment using these techniques 
on metal mine drainage reduced the pollution load by an average of 85 percent, 

The terms wPasslve Mine Drainage Treatment 10 have been appl led to those techniques 

that rely baslcal ly upon natural geochemical and biochemical processes for acid 

neutralization and metals removal (see the Uncompahgre Basln Resource Area Offlce, BLMOs 

Montrose District, for addltlonal information). 

Improving the water quality In the Upper Anlmas River drainage would be In accordance 
with the Clean Water Act of 1977 (as amended by PL 95-217) and would benefit other 
resources such as range, wlldllfe (both terrestrial and aquatic), and recreation, 

Ground-Water Resources 

Water Quantity. On a regional scale, ground water within the planning area Is 

commonly found In the Dakota and Cllffhouse sandstones and the Manefee and MorrIson 
format Ions (Pr Ice and Arnow 1974) e More local lzed ground water 1s encountered in the 

alluvium associated with many of the dralnage channels throughout the planning area, 

General ly, ground water moves fran areas of recharge to areas of discharge ( Poeop springs, 

seeps, and wel Is). According to Price and Arnow (19741, the majority of the planning area 

receives sufficient annual preclpltatlon (>I2 in.) to be consldered a slgnlflcant reggonal 

ground-water recharge area. However, ground-water recharge Is most signlflcant along the 
high mountaln areas and In lower lying areas where permeable geologglc formations outcrop 

(id., portlons of both the Dolores and San Juan River basins), 

Specific Information on ground-water use is fairly llmlted tJ??hin the planning area, 

Several municipalities use ground water for their public water supplies; however, only the 

town of Uravan, Colorado, Is using ground water (via uel Is) directly from public land, 
Another wel I located In Dry Creek Basln on public land is used for both domestic and 

I lvestock purposes. 

Ground-Water Quality. Sallnity Is one of the largest constraints to developing the 

planning area’s ground-water resource. Some sandstone and marine-deposited aquifers can 

yield water with TDS concentrat Ions of more than 20,000 parts per ml I I ion (ppm; as a 
canparlson, the ocean Is approx. 33,000 ppm). In the northern portDon of the planning 

area, Paradox Valley lies along a collapsed salt anP?cllne and discharges ground water 
into the Dolores River containing more than 250,000 ppm, mS, 

Wlldllfe Resources 

Terrestrial Wildllfe 

For terrestrial wildllfe, BLM emphasizes habitat management determined by legal 

status (T 6 E species) or ccmmercial value for species of interest to Federal and State 

agencies. Most terrestrial wlldllfe program funds concentrate on habitat management for 
blg game species or for endangered species. Without funds, management strategy tries to 
mitigate Impacts of other resource development and attempts to design other resource 
projects to obtain additional wlldllfe benefits. Unless speclflc problems or conf I icts 
are identified, most wildlife species’ management Involves mitigating actlons of other 

resource programs to maintain or al low gradual habitat Improvement, Where resources are 
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determined to be deterloratlng due to excessive numbers of wildlife and Improvements In 
habltat cannot compensate for this In the short term D requests may be made to the CDOW to 

reduce wildllfe populatlons through Increasing hunting, 

Big-Game Species. Mule deer (Odocolleus hemlonus) and elk (Cervus elaphus) are 

common year-round residents In some port-Ions of the planning area and seasonal occupants 
In other parts, Both species tend to migrate between forested lands at hlgher elevation 
In the sprlng and summer to woodlands at lower elevation In the fall and winter, Average 

herd densities are relatively low in summer (2-3 deer/sq ml) due to the large amount of 

aval labie habltat. Winter herd densities may exceed 100 deer per square mlie on some 

crucial winter ranges because snow depths llmlt habitat suitability, Migration between 

winter and summer ranges may exceed 50 miles In this reglon. CDOW has documented deer 

migration of more than 70 ml les (by marked animals) o 

Total winter range populations on BLM-administered lands may approach 30,000 mule 

deer and 7,000 elk (these are maximum estimates, not averages that are used in Chapter 3) 

during years of severe winter weather. This estlmate counts young of the year as adults 

because they would be foraging during the winter season. Total summer range popUlatlOnS 

on BLM lands are probably nearly 5,000 deer and 400 to 500 elk (see Flg, 2-3). 

Pronghorn antelope (Antllocapra amerlcana) have been reintroduced to the planning 

area by CDOW. Early releases In Disappolntment and Big Gypsum val ieys were only partially 
successful--only smal I bands survived In each area, Since 1979, about 150 addl tional 

antelope have been released in the Dry Creek Basln, These animals have shown a slight 

increase since being introduced and presently number approxlmateiy 175 head; CDOW’s 
management objectives are to increase the herd to 300 animals, 

Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep (Ovls canadensis) and introduced mountain goats 
(Oreamnos americanus) are found year-round In the alpine and subalpine areas near 

S I I verton. Three other small bands of blghorn sheep occasionally migrate onto public 

lands near Durango, Mesa Verde, and Piacet-vll le. A band that was released on Mesa Verde 
National Park was later observed to have moved onto Weber Mountain, Slghtlngs have also 

been reported frcm the Ute Reservation to the south of Mesa Verde, Some winter use occurs 

on scattered tracts of BLM In the Placervliie-Sawpit area0 Population size data are 

limited due to the difflcuity of locating the animals and the lack of workable techniques 

used in taklng census. Animas Mountain receives winter use by 6 to 8 blghorns that 

migrate south from the Hermosa Creek area In severe winters. 

Black bear (Ursus amerlcanus) are relatively common throughout the conifer forest 

zone in the southwest Colorado region, They require extensive terrltory and 
self-sustaining populations on BLM land would probably only occur In the Silverton, Weber 

and Menefee areas, and the south slopes of the Uncompahgre Plateau, HoweVer D most pub i i c 

land with oakbrush-ponderosa pine habitat is probably used by bear in conjunction VJith 
undeveloped pr lvate and USFS lands. Isolated occurrences of black bear in plnyon-juniper 

woodland areas have al so been confirmed (Gresh, personal ccmmun., 1981) ., 

Mountain lions (Fells concolor) are year-round residents throughout the planning area 

in ponderosa pine, pinyon-juniper, and semldesert habitats, They also require extensive 
territories, but BLM lands have more than enough suitable habitat to support seif- 
sustaining populations of mountain lions in the area north from Disappointment Valley and 

west of Cortez. Trophy-sized lion are not uncommon0 and a world record I Ion was taken 

west of Cortez recently (Gresh, personal ccnnmuno i98l), 
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Figure 2-3. Wildlife resources within the planning area, 
showing deer and elk winter range and elk calving areas. 
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Small Game and Waterfowl. Sage and blue grouse, chukar, quail D wild turkey, 

ptarmigan, and pheasant are present in small numbers in scattered local,ities throughout 

the planning area0 Pheasants are main1 y dependent on nearby agricultural land, wh I le the 

others are associated with native rangeland, alpine and forest habitats, Sage grouse 

strutting and nesting grounds have been identified in the vicinities of the Dry Creek 

Basin and Miramonte Reservoir (see Fig, 2-41, 

Band-tailed pigeons nest in conifer forest habitat and forage as well as throughout 

the mountain shrub-grassland type. Populations are smal I; they are general ly considered 

uncommon birds in the region. Mourning doves are numerous and constitute a major sport 

resource on public lands near Cortez and Dove Creek, drawing many out-of-state hunters 

into the area, They are ground and tree nesters in al I habitat types from ponderosa pine 

to salt desert shrublands, In 1983, CDOW released 200 Gambel.ls quail into the Paradox 

Valley with hopes of establishing a viable population,, 

Waterfowl are most numerous during spring and fal I migrations when they stop to rest 

and feed at stock ponds and on streams. Resting and brooding habitat are limited due to 

the intermittent availability of water. Mallards are the primary nesting species found In 

the planning area., 

Aquatic Habitat 

There are an estimated 400 miles of stream habitat in the planning area that run 

through lands administered by BLM, which includes approximately 120 miles that were 

intensively inventoried in 1980 and 1981, The remaining 280 miles of aquatic and riparian 

habitat are considered as potential habitat that warrants further investigation and that 
is expected to provide additional quality habitat, At least it wil I probably present 

opportunities for future development, 

Of the 280 miles that were not Intensively inventoried for the plan (see Table 2-12), 

the San Miguel River comprises approximately 25 miles on BLM lands. The Dolores River has 
an estimated 120 miles of aquatic and riparian habitat running through BLM land and the 

Animas River runs through nearly I6 miles of BLM land, The remaining 123 miles of stream 

habitat on BLM lands are principally those tributaries associated with those three major 

drainages, The breakdown ( in terms of habitat qua l i ty) for al I 144 mi les of inven- 

toried aquatic and riparian habitat is: 1 percentp excel lent condition; 5 percent, good 

condition; 46 percent, fair condition; and 48 percent, poor condition (see Table 2-13). 

The major game species observed in the streams was rainbow trout; some of the streams 

also contained brook, brown and cutthroat trout, Other species included suckers, shiners, 

cottids and some species that remain unidentified. 

One of the major habitat features within the scope of this plan is managing the 

Dolores Rivers which #ill be a coordinated effort between BlJl, the CDOX, and the USFS, It 

is anticipated that McPhee Dam wi I I provide excel lent opportunities for both cold and 

warmwater fisheries development through habitat managemant and stocking procedures, The 

San Miguel River is another area of particular concern and should be targeted for 

intensive aquatic habitat management because of the ease of public access and the number 

of miles of tributaries associated vrith it, 

2-24 



Figure 2-4. Wildlife resources within the planning area 
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Table 2-l 2. Miles of Stream and Riparian Habitat 

Not Inventoried Within Planning Area,* 

Stream name BLM mi les 

San Miguel River 2500 

Huff Gulch I c.5 

Goat Creek oc.5 

Little Bucktail Creek i.a5 

Big Bucktail Creek 300 

Coal Canyon I I.0 

Campbel I Creek 7.0 
Spr i ng Creek 800 

Subtotal 5705 

Dolores River 12000 

Little Gypsum Creek 4.0 

San Miguel Creek 6.0 

Bush Canyon 6.0 
Bil I Creek (tributary to Bush Canyon) 2.0 

Spring Creek (tributary to 

Disappointment Creek) 900 

Subtotal 14700 

An imas River l5,O 

Ruby Creek I c.0 

Elk Creek I.5 
Molas Creek 1.5 

Cement Creek 4.0 

Subtotal 2300 

Streams (SW port ion of 

Cross Canyon 

Hovenweep Canyon 

Yellowjacket Canyon 

Sandstone Canyon 

Rock Canyon 

Sand Canyon 
Goodman Canyon 

Subtotal 

RNP Area) 

16.0 

IO,0 

800 

900 

500 

300 

400 
5500 

Total 28205 

* These estimated stream ml les and r 1 par ian habitat 

areas are considered to have enough potential to 

warrant further investigation for watershed and 

aquatic/riparian habitat improvement, 

Source: BLM Data 1984. 
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Table 2-13. Miles and Stream Habitat Quality in Planning Area, 

Stream none 

BLM miles 

(to nearest 
tenth) 

AquaticVriparian SpecieS Fool riffle cmw fishery 
habitat condition present!! rat lo (pero3ntZ vat ues?! 

Atkinson O-eek 5 
Beaver Creek 17 

Big Bear Creek 5 

Coyote Wash 4 

01 sappointnent Creek 22 

Elk Creek 1 

Fai I Creek 7 

La Sal Creek 12 

Leopard Creek 4 

Mesa @eek (South 
fork) 11 

Maturifa CYeek 32 

Rot peek 4 

Sa I l-ado O-eek 3 

Specie Creek 2 

Tabsguache O-eek 15 

Total 144 

Fair 
Falr 

Fair 

sod 

Poor 

Excel lent 

Fair 

Falr 

Fair 

Fair 

mcr 

Fair 

Qxxi 

Fair 

Ftcr 

Rb,Ct,U 

wfl 
U 
U 

ct 

Rb,Bk,Bn ,C-t,U 

S,D,k 
Rb ,Bk,Ct 

~,bU 
Rb,S,D 

m&J 
Bk,U 

t&3ne 

Rb,Bn,S 

40:60 None 
Nil Foot- 

30:70 Below average 

20:80 itme 
IO:80 Ml 

80:20 Bei ow average 

70:30 Bei ow average 
30:70 ND 

IO:90 Excel lent 

45: 55 Below average 

IO:90 l%or 

40:60 la 
50:50 Average 

70:30 None 
ICI t&me 

1/RtFrainbow, Bn=brown, Bk=brook, Ci=cutthoat, U=unidentiflad species, Sc=Scuipin, S=sucker, D=Dace. 

2/Assuning that higher quality sh-eans would approach a 50:50 ratio, 

/Fishery value is not necessarily representative of potential habitat quality In terms of BLM’s 
philosophy of habitat management as opposed to species management, 

Source : BLM Data 1984. 

Rlparlan Habitat 

Rlparlan habitat associated wlth perennial and Intermittent stream courses is 
especlaiiy important to aquatic and terrestrial wildlife species in the planning area. 

Rlparian areas general iy have the greatest potential (acre for acre) for producing 

vegetation and biomass of any habitat type. Many aquatic, semiaquatic and terrestrial 
species are dependent on the avai I able water, the vegetation type that develops In 

riparian sites, or the extraordinary production and density of insects or other prey 

specl es. Most rlparian sites are too smai I or narrow to have been mapped in the lntenslve 

sol I inventory; rlparlan soils mapped total 6,800 acres, or approximately 1 percent of -the 

total BLM acres in the piannlng area. Of those rlparian soil sites classified by SCSss 
ecologic condltlon rating (see Glossary), most are in poor condition, with the remainder 
in fair condition. 

T 8 E Species 

Federal iy Listed-Endangered, Bald eagles (Haiiaeetus eucocephaius) have historlcaiiy 
nested in the region in forested areas along ri vers, The Impoundment of rivers and 

development of storage reservoirs have created additional nestlng habitat. No nest sites 
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have been identified on public lands, but potential habitat exists in several areas (near 

Val leci to and Lemon reservoirs northeast of Durango and near Summit Lake, north of 

Mancos) 0 One identified bald eagle nest (active in 1983; CDOW, personal commun. 1983) is 

within two miles of BLM land near Cortez, Three other confirmed nest sites occur wi Phi n 5 

to IO ml les of BLM lands near Cortez and south of Durango, Most bald eag le act iv ity on 

BLM lands occurs in winter months (from Wovember through April; see Fig, 2-4) when birds 

from northern states migrate into the area. Use areas were inventor ied and mapped by BLM 

in 1979 and 1980. The largest concentration of eagles in the plannlng area is near the 
Disappointment Val ley and Dry Creek Basin9 where eag les exh Ibl t opportun 1 st ic feed i ng 

behavior, taklng carrion when available, and hunting rabbits and prairie dogs. 

Black-footed ferrets0 (Wustela nigripes) historic range included nearly all BLM lands 

in the San Juan Resource Area except the higher elevation lands near Sl Iverton, Their 
range and potential habitat coincide with prairie dog habitat below lO,OOO-foot elevation., 

No sightings or evidences of actlvlty have been reported in the SJRA since 1954 (in 

Montezuma County near Mancos), There Is limited documentation on actual sighting, No 

Intensive surveys have been conducted other than the Shel I-Mapco pipe1 ine ROW corridor 

surveys In 1980, 

Peregrine falcons (Falco peregrinus anatum) live in the region year-round. Suitable 

habitat for nesting has been intensively inventoried and mapped (CDOW 1978), including 

sites known to have been occupied in the past, presently occupied sites, and additional 

sites that are suitable for expanding known habitat. At least eight such potential or 

known sites occur on lands that could be directly or indirectly affected by managing 

BLM-admlnistered lands or subsurface minerals. TVJO of these three have ongolng 

reintroduction programs and the third Is under consideration for possible reintroduction 

efforts (Chimney Rock, Durango, and Mesa Verde sites; Lang lois, personal conmun. 1983). 

Peregrine Falcon Recovery Team personnel (made up of various members of different Federal 

agencies) have indicated that long-range plans may lead to reintroductions at al I 

potential habitat sites. 

BLM is funding portions of reintroduction efforts near Durango, A total of I4 

falcons have been successful ly released between 1979 and 1982. At least one confirmed 

return of a banded peregrine was reported and numerous unconfirmed reports have been made 

by local ornithologists. The recovery term hopes to continue releases at this site until 

a wild palr becomes reestablished. A wild pair Is currently established near Paradox, the 

CDOW Is monitoring it and augmenting the natural production through nest manipulation (a 

series of switching maneuvers to get the birds to produce double eggs and to accept foster 

chicks, while wildlife biologists remove thin-she1 led eggs for artificial incubation), 

Peregrine populations in the reglon are unstable. WI Id birds failed to return to one 

historic site at Chimney Rock in recent years0 but a new pair establlshed a nesting terri- 

tory at a second site near Hetmosa after a captive bird release effort attracted them. 

The extrene eastern portion of the planning area and most of the Silverton area are 

included in the migration route of the Grayrs Lake whooping crane flock (Grus americanalp 

based on migration records (CDOW 1978) for the greater sandhil I cranes (Grus canadensls 

tabida). The sandhill cranes are being used to foster whooping cranes in an experimental 

program to assist the recovery of the whooping crane species, No areas are currently 

designated as essential habitat in Colorado. 
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Spotted owls (Strix occidentalis) have been reported to occur at Mesa Verde in 
ponderosa pine and Douglas-fir habitat (G. Craig, CDOW# personal ccunmun. 1983). Similar 
habitat sites occur on Weber and Menefee mountainsp in the Dolores River Canyon, and near 

Durango. No inventories presently have been conducted for this species, 

Both the grey wolf (Canis lupus) and grizzly bear (Ursus arctos) once occurred on the 

public lands in the planning area but are not presently known to exist. 

State Endangered. Greater sandhil I cranes once nested in the Silverton planning area 

in willow-lined drainages and meadows up to 9,500-foot elevation. Occupied nesting ranges 

have been reduced to the northwestern part of the state, No essential habitat has been 

designated within the planning area, but the potential exists for recolonizing suitable 

habitat if the greater sandhil I crane subspecies expands its population in Colorado, 

Wolverines (Gulo gulo) once occupied most of the densely forested mountain habitat in 

the state. Some animals may still occur in the Silverton area on BLM lands. Ro essential 

habitat has presenti y been designated. 

River otters (Lutra canadensls) were known to have occurred in the Dolores and San 

Miguel river drainages. They require year-round open water and a minimum flow of 10 cfs 

and are thus I imited to major waterways and lakes with an abundant fish supply, River 

otters have been introduced to the Piedra River by the CDOW. If the Dolores River flow is 

maintaind at acceptable levels by releases frcm McPhee Dam, it would again becone 

suitable habitat. The CDOW has done some preliminary investigations of habitat along the 

Dolores (Lang lois, personal canmun. 1983). 

At one time, Lynx (Lynx canadensis) occupied nearly al I alpine and subalpine forest 

habitat in Colorado. Parts of Eagle County and Clear Creek County are thought to be 

present1 y occupied range. The areas around Si lverton are potential habitat for the 

species. 

Livestock Management 

The planning area contains 227 grazing al lotments, They cover approximately 937,000 

acres of public land, with 176 permittees currently I icensed to graze I ivestock. Approxi- 

mately 57,000 acres in the planning area are currently unal lotted, (See Appendix 9-H and 
map at back of RMP.) Nine grazing allotments were previously covered in the Gunnison 

Basin-American Flats/Silverton Grazing EIS (19821, 

The current active grazing preference in the area is 64,267 AU?&+. By kinds of 
livestock, the preference Is licensed as follows: cattle, 83 percent; sheep, 16 percent; 

and horses, 1 percent. The cattle and ,sheep permittees are pr lmaril y cow-calf and ewe-lamb 

operations, respectively. Eleven al lotments covering 304,400 acres are currently under 

Ak?=s. Several of the existing AMPS stil I require substantial range improvements before 

they will be fully implemented. 

Throughout any given year, licensed I ivestock can be found on pub1 ic lands within the 

planning area. The majority of grazing is either spring, fal I or winter use, 

Approximately 20 percent of al I permittees also hold USFS grazing permits with most 

grazing on forest al lotments in the summer directly from their BLM allotments, 
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Wild Horses 

Wild horses are found in two locations in the San Juan-San Miguel planning area: 

Naturita Ridge south of Naturita and in the southeast end of Dlsappointmant Val ley in 

Spring Creek Basin (see Fig. 2-5 and Table 2-14). 

Naturita Ridge Herd 

The herd area is predaninantly on public lands,, Both forage productivity and the 

availability of water are currently being met predominantly on public lands. There 

appears to be a potential for canpetition for forage between wild horses, elk, and 

domestic livestock (primarily sheep), based on dietary studies, vegetation condition and 

trend, and population trends. Forage conditions present1 y appear to be satisfactory under 

clp-rent horse numbers. 

Table 2-14. Wild Horse Herd Areas Within Planning Area,, 

Acres 

‘Publ_i_c lands (private) State Total 

Naturita Ridge 9,270 300 30 9,600 

Spring Creek Basin 27,000 7,000 1,500 35,500 

-- 

Source: BLM Data 1984. 

Populations 

Table 2-15 was derived from aerial counts of the areas occupied by wild horses: 

Table 2-15. Population Trend of Wild Horse Herd. 

--__---_ 

Estimated numbers Average i ncrease 

1971 1982 (Uyr 1 

Natur i ta Ridge 8 17 5 

Spring Creek Basln 24 105 605 

---. 

Source : BLM Data 1984, 

Spring Creek Herd 

The herd has steadi ly increased since 1971 because there has been no sign if icant 

natural predation. A potential for competition for forage exists because of dietary 

overlap among wi I d horses, wildlife, and domestic livestock, Wild horses use intermingled 

private lands within the herd area for forage and available water. Overal I poor 

vegetation conditions characterize this herd area, 
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Na turita Ridge 

Figure 2-5. Wild horse herd areas within the planning 
area--Naturita Ridge and Spring Creek Basin. 
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Timber Resources 

Commercl al Forest Land 

The plannlng area contains 44,200 acres of commercial forest base with the 

predominant commercial species being ponderosa pine, Engelmann spruce, and Douglas-f!r 

(see Fig, 2-61, 

In the early 197Os, al I commercial forest lands In the San Juan-San Miguel planning 
area were extensively Inventorled and classified according to sllvlculture and technical 
criteria and environmental and multiple use restrictions. Based on these Inventories, It 

was estimated that 9,540 acres or 22 percent of al I the commercial forest base within the 

planning area Is avallable for tlmber production, The remaining 34,660 acres Is con- 
sidered nonsultable because of extreme topography, fraglle soils, and recreational 

wl thdrawal s, 

The planning area could sustain an annual al lovable cut of 560 thousand board feet 

(MBF), depending on restrlctlons, If funding and manpower were available, which represents 

I ess than I percent of the sawtimber produced In the lmmed I ate area, 

Wood land Products 

Based on recently col lected data, wood land species present1 y occupy approximate1 y 

600,000 acres of the San Juan-San Miguel planning area. These Inventories suggest that 

approximately 67,000 acres of the ~~oodland forests could ba classified as productive, 
operable and capable of belng Intensively managed. Under current management, no woodland 

acres are ldentlfled as belng under Intensive management, Most woodland actlvlties have 

been Implemented with an objective to Improve range conditions. The demand for woodland 
products within the planning area has been estimated at 1,000 cords of fuelwood and 3,000 

posts annual I y0 

Recreation 

There are two primary types of recreational management situations which BLM 

recognizes and which guide the direction of management emphasis. 

1.3 Intenslve/Speclai Recreation Management Areas (SRMAs), These areas occur where 

recreation Is defined and recognized as the principal management objective, Onl y here are 

there needs to do detailed plannlng and set detailed objectlves with respect to visitor 
and resource protection and to provide recreation opportunltles consistent with public 

wishes (see Appendix 3 for ROS descriptions). 

20 Extensive Recreation Management Areas (ERMAs), These areas occur where 

recreation is not the pr I nci pa I management object lve but may be an Issue of some 

significance In multiple use management, which is consistent with BLW’s role In 
accommodating the dl spersed D unstructured recreation that typifies the large expanses of 

public land In the San Juan-San Miguel planning area. 

Managing ERMAs does not normally require activity planning, but It does require 

minimal supervision either through occasional on-the-ground patrol or through uslng maps, 
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I 1 

Figure 2-6. BLM forestry lands within the planning area that 
are suitable for timber management, 
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brochures, and signs. Within the planning area, there are ITJO special SFNAs: the Dolores 
River Canyon and the Silverton (see Fig, Z-7), The reminder of the RMP area is 

categorized as an El+lA. 

The Do lores River Canyon SPMA 

The Dolores River, fran McPhee Dam to Bedrock (104 miles) has beccme one of the more 

popular boating rivers in the Southwest. The Dolores River SRMA provides recreation 

opportun Ities, activities, and settings that are unique for BLM-administered lands in the 

region. Although the Dolores River only provides boatable flows from the end of April to 

mid-June of most years, some 12,500 annual visitor days may occur during that period,, 

McPhee Dam wi I I create a change in recreation opportun i ties that have been 

historically available on the Dolores River. The Definite Plan Report and Environmental 

Statement prepared by the Bureau of Reclamation for the Dolores Project incorporated 

downstream retreat ion benefits that would accrue from constructing McPhee Dam, In the 

subject reports, the Bureau of Reclamation agreed to construct eight recreation sites (see 

Table 2-16) below McPhee Dam and to schedule and control flow releases to accommodate 
whitewater boating0 Four of the proposed sites would be located on lands administered by 

the USFS, from McPhee to the Bradf ieid Bridge; four sites will be on lands administered by 

BLM, from Bradf ield Bridge to Bedrock. 

The USFS has prepared a Recreation Area Management Plan for the McPhee Dam-Bradf ield 

Bridge segment of the river to include the design scheduling of their sites, which will be 

constructed by the Bureau of Reclamation as part of the dam construct ion contract, There 

are currently no publ ic developed sites along the 105-mi le reach of the river, which 
provides 2- to 3-day float trips from Cahone to Slick Rock or 5-day trips from Cahone to 

Bedrock, Float boating is expected during 1984 through 1986 on a limited basis because of 

f i I Ii ng McPhee Dam. Because of uncertainties associated with the river, both in terms of 

its unpredictable and sometimes nonexistent natural flows and the untested operation of 

flow releases from the dam, no permit system has yet been established on the river; 

however D a permit system is planned for 1984, 

The entire Dolores River, from belob~ McPhee Dam to one mile above Bedrock, was 
recanmended for inclusion into the Wlld and Scenic Rivers System in 1976; a study report 

and EIS were submitted to the President, as directed by the Wild and Scenic River Act (as 

amended D PL 93-621, January 3, 1975), On several occasions the President recommended 
inclusion to Congress. However, Congress never took any designation action and the 

withdrawal associated with the river corridor, specified in the Wild and Scenic Rivers 

Act, expired in September 1981, 

The Silverton Sf%tA 

The Sil verton SRMA encompasses the southern portion of the larger Aster ican 

Flats/Silverton ST+lA (divided between BLMrs Gunnison Basin and San Juan resource areas). 

It is unique because it provides a full range of recreation setting opportunities (from 

primitive to urban), with an equally wide distribution and public availability for 

activities such as wilderness recreation, jeeping, mountain climbing, backpacking, cross 
country ski it-g, historic and geologic interpretation, fishing, hunting, and scenic viewing 

on an area unparal leled in al I of BLMrs public lands. The area occurs in a hlgh altitude 

environment (9,000 ft to 14,000 ft) exhibiting a unique and highly accessible alpine 
ecosystem in the heart of the San Juan Mountains,, 
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Table 2-16. Proposed Recreation Sites for the 

Uolores River, 

Proposed retreat ion 

site 

(administering agency) Planned facilities 

Bedrock (BLW Toi lets, vsater, picnic area, parking, 

boat launching ramp, 

Cabin Canyon (USFS) Toilets, water, parking. 

Ferris Canyon (USFS) Toilets, water, parking, launching 

beach, 

Little Gypsum Val ley 

(804) 

Toilets, water, picnic area, parking, 

boat launching ramp, 

McPhee Dam (IJSFS) Camp area, toilets, water, parking, 

boat launching ramp., 

Mountain Sheep Point 

(BLM) 

Campsites (22), toilets, water, picnic 

area, parking, boat launching ramp., 

Ryman DravJ (USFS) Camp area, toilets, water, parking, 

boat I aunch i ng ramp, 

Slick Rock (BLM) Toilets, water, picnic area, parking, 

boat launching ramp, 

Source: BLM Data 1984, 

The SWA provldes superb road accessiblllty, resulting from historic mining activity, 

These roads provide semiprimitive motorized and roaded-natural jeeplng opportunities that 

produce approximately 437,000 annual visitor days, The area is one of the more accessible 

mountain environments in Colorado, featuring an attractive blend of recreation opportunity 

settings with a myriad of jeep roads, hiking trails, and climbs to several 13,000-foot 

mountain peaks, 

There are no BLM developed recreation facilities aithin the SRMA and the 

informational signing program is difficult to maintain. The entire area has been 

designated according to BLf4f.s ORV regulations (Gunnison Basin and the American 

FIats/SiIverton ORV Plan 19811, 

EWAs 

The remainder of the planning area provides dispersed, unstructured recreation use 
and opportunities. Within the ERMAs, BLM has three sites used by the public (see Table 

2-17). The Rare Snake and Lizard Research Natural Area occurs r~ithin the EMMA, 
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Since February of 1965, this natural area has been recognized, although with varying 
degrees of management emphasis, as having research values. Intermittent research, 

pr imar i I y by local and regional educational institutions, has occurred here for several 

years. Evidence exists that simi tar research efforts wil I continue, 

Site name 

Table 2-17. ERMAs in San Juan-San Miguel Plannl ng Area. 

Est lmated use 

Investments (visitors/yr; 

($1 Features 1983 figures) 

Dolores Overlook 35,000 Picnicking, toilet, tables. 300 

Dcml nguez-Escalante 200,000 

Ruins 

Picnicking, archaeologic stabilization 

and interpretation, portable toilets, 

tables. 

6,000 

Lowry Ruin 250,000 Picnicking, archaeologic stabilization 3,000 
and interpretation, vault toilets, tables, 

- 

Source: BLM Data 1984. 

Rote: There are other sites wh ich receive heavy use but are not developed (such as the 

San Miguel River). One Is in the process of being acquired by the town of Placerville 

under the R 8 PP Act for development of urban recreation (playf ield, fishing pond, 

bathrooms, picnic, vol leybal I, horseshoes, and day care center for kids). Leopard and 

Fal I Creek sites have cabanas/ranada shelters and fire pits only, 

Cultural Resources 

Preh I stor ic Period 

Human groups have used or inhabited the planning area during the past 10,000 to 

12,000 years. They are characterized by Paleo-lndlan hunters of big game; Archaic 

smal l-game hunters and gatherers; and Formative, sedentary agr Icu I tur al I sts, and 

protohistor Ic hunters and gatherers. 

Paleo-Indian Period (B.C. 12,000 - B.C. 75001, This period represents the initial 

occupation of North America by big-game hunters. Lasting from 12,000 to 7,500 years ago, 

evidence for Paleo-Indian use of the Four Corners region is scant. Isolated or early 

project i I e po I nts found on mul t icaponent, I I thic scatters have been di scovered that can 

be attributed to this period, but no positive Paleo-Indian sites are known on public lands 

In the planning area. Current speculation Is that the area was used on a sporadic basis 

by mobile groups from surroundlng desert and plains regions. 
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Archaic Period (B.C. 7500 - A.D. 450). Hunters and gatherers successful ly adapted to 

modern (or post-Pleistocene) environmental conditions, Their wide-ranging occupation 

canprises the Archaic Period. Plant resources such as pinyon nuts, berries, seeds, 

acorns, roots, and tubers made up the diet supplemanted with smal I game and rodent meat 

resources. Their lifestyle consisted of seasonally pursuing these resources as they 

became available. 

Camp sites and resource procurement and processing sites most commonly represent this 

period; both types are documented in the planning area, mainly through surface 

i nvest igat ions. Data concerning subsistence patterns and lifestyles are based mainly on 

extrapolation frcm the Great Basin area (parts of Nevada, Utah, California, Oregon, and 

Idaho) where Archaic Period sites are often the focus of archaeologic research, 

Formative Period (A.D. 450 - A.D, 1300), The Formative Period was character i zed by 
people agricultural ly producing primary foodstuffs and occupying vil lages year-round, In 

the planning area, the Formative Period is synonymous with the spectacular Anasazi 

occupation of the southern portion and the less spactacular Fremont occupation of the far 

northern portion of the area0 

The Anasazi occupied much of the Colorado Plateau region from approximately A.D. 450 

to around A.D. 1300, but their remains in the planning area represent one of their most 

dramatic accompl ishments. The earlier Anasazi villages consisted of pit house dwel lings 

with smal I surface rocms and work areas0 The later Anasazi lived in aboveground pueblos 

and eventually moved into cliff-dwelling pueblos prior to abandoning the area. 

Much work has been done in and publicized about Mesa Verde Rational Park; the 
spectacular cliff duel lings there attract both tourists and researchers. However D the 

Anasazi of Mass Verde may wel I have been considered a rural development compared to the 

cultural development that took place to the west in the Montezuma Val ley and on public 

lands In the planning areao 

The northern portion was apparently on the eastern frontier of the San Raphael 

Franont area of eastern Utah,, Stone structures were used for habitation and the means of 

supporting life were partially dependent on horticulture, Most likely, these sites 

possibly represent local hunters’ and gatherers r efforts to imitate Anasazi and Fremont 

developments to the south and west, 

Protohlstorlc Period 

Occupation of the planning area during the several hundred years before the colonial 

and subsequent European settlement was intermittent and seasonal 0 IJte hunters and 

gatherers were the primary land users. Their occupation is evidenced by extens Ive tool 

production areas, hunting camps, and processing areas. 

Historic Period 

The Historic Period began in the planning area when the Spanish explorers arrived 

here in the 18th Century. The Escalante-Domi nguez Expedition of 1776 is the best known of 

the explorations. Euro-Americans first permanent1 y occupied here in the late 1800s rrh i l e 
searching for and developing the arears vast mineral resources, The Si I verton areags 
mining boon took off in the mid-1870s and ushered the era of mineral and railroad 
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development that lasted into the 20th Century. Agriculture and ranching started slot!ly in 

support of the mining camp needs, The removal of the Utes in 1881 hastened the 
diversification of these industries by attracting ranchers and farmers to unoccupied, 

fert i le lands. 

Supply sources related to the Historic Period included mining camps and mil Isites; 

tramways; trails; railroad and irrigation apparatus; homesteads; sheep, logging, and COVJ 

camps; spring developments; and trash dumps. Mining, ranching, and agriculture contl nued 

to dcminate the Historic Period until the present, 

Cultural Inventories 

Approximately 178,000 acres of public land have been intensively inventoriafl (or 

approx. 18% of total planning area). More than 4,800 sites have been recorded on these 

lands, yielding an overal I average of approximately 17 sites per square mile; The density 

of sites varies tremendously, however, in relation to geographic factors, One large 

inventory on Mockingbird Mesa resulted in more than 100 sites recorded per square mi le, 

while other areas characterized by lower elevation shrublands or higher elevatlon slopes 

have yielded only a few sites per squaremlle. Some of the larger inventory projects 

include Class I I sample inventories of the old Sacred Mountain planning area and the San 

Miguel planning area, Class I I I inventories of portions of the Durango-Chrcnno areas, 

portions of Spring Creek Mesa, the Nucla coal area, and Mockingbird Mesa and scattered 

Class III inventories (see Glossary) along the Dolores and San Miguel River bottoms, 

Of the 4,800 recorded sitesp only two (Lowry and Dominguez-Escalante ruins) are 

presently on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), However, the majority of 

the ranaining sites are considered potential ly eligible for NRHP inclusion or require 

additional data for evaluating their importance. 

The various cultural resources exhibit their Importance In varlous ways and In 

different degrees; they are highly valuable sclentifical ly and aesthetical ly, Most of the 

sites representing varied aspects of the Anasazi lie in the Sacred Mountain area 

(primarily Montezuma and Dolores counties). They are considered both individual ly and 

col lectively unique and nationally important, representing a successful and chal lenglng 

adaptation to marginal environments that I asted for 800 years, 

Many of the sites In San Miguel and Montrose counties are also of sign if icant 

scientific value, although not as visible and structural as the Anasazi resources, Many 
of the sites in this area evidence activities of Archaic-type hunters and gatherers, and 

while these remains are scientifical ly valuable, they are considered less unique as ELM 

manages thousands of similar sites throughout the 11 Western States region, Additional Iyp 
they are not as evident or easi I y developed; therefore, they have less potential for 

public recreation interest. The most important sites In the northern port ion of the 

planning area are those more or less unique sites associated with an early period of 

agriculture in its initial stages and those sites associated with the Fremont Period, 

Another type of important cultural resource in the area is related to the historic 

mining period in the Silverton and Uravan-Naturita areas. Although many historically 
important resources are on patented land, some of these resources exist on public land, 

although they are largely undocumented. The Silverton area sites are related to early 

mining of precious minerals, wh i I e the Uravan-Natur ita area is the focus of some of the 

earliest uranium mining in the United States. 
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Important Cultural Sites or Areas 

Based on present data, the following sites or areas (see Fig,, 2-8) are considered to 

be of probable national importance and represent cultural resource values within the 

planning area D3LM Data 1984). 

1. Sand/East Rock canyons (5,880 acres). Sand and East Rock canyons I ie in 

Montezuma County and contain a large number of late Anasazi cliff dwellings that are in a 

good state of preservation and are unique to the planning area, Combined with the areaPs 

recreation potential, this creates an opportunity that requires special management con- 

s iderat ions. At the head of Sand Canyon is one of the largest and best preserved Anasazi 

pueblo ruins in entezuma County (Site 5 MT 765). 

2. Cannonbal I Ruin (80 acres). Administratively withdrawn and surrounded by an 

a-foot high chain link fence, this large canyon head ruin on Cannonbal I Mesa was recorded 

in 1907 by Syl vannus Mot- ley and A. V. Kidder (who became wel I-known, wel l-published 
archaeologists) and was partial ly excavated in 1908, It presently represents the only 

large canyon head complex ever professionally investigated, While much scientific value 

remains to the site, it also has potential for public interpretation, 

3. Mockingbird Mesa (5,327 acres). Approximately 90 percent of this mesa has been 

intensively inventoried, with a resulting site density of approximately 100 sites per 

square mile fan extremely high site density area). The mesa represents pr ime Anasazi 

habitat; it was intensively occupied from approximately A,D, 600 to A,D, 1300. It 

exhibits a wide range of occupation and resource procurement sites that are in fairly good 

condition, scientif ical ly valuable, and visual ly spectacular. Mockingbird Mesa is not 

currently protected by administrative withdrawal and has been the site of considerable 

CO2 development. 

While Mockingbird Mesa is the only large mesa top area to be intensively Inventoried, 

other similar settings (i.e., mesa top, deep eolian soils, 6,00O=ft to 7,000-ft eleva- 

tions) in Montezuma and Dolores counties will probably reveal a similarly intense Anasazi 

occupation. Other mesas where limited inventories have tended to confirm this prediction 

are Cow, Woods, and Cajon mesas and Squaw and Burro points,, 

4. Lowry Ruin (80 acres). This site is important in terms of its past contribu- 

tions to the area’s prehistory as well as its potential for public interpretation, 

Q-iginal ly excavated in the 1930s by Paul S. Martin (one of the SouthwestQs foremost 

archaeolcgi sts), it has been reopened and stab? I ired by BLkl and is currently a popular 

developed recreatfon site, protected by administrative withdrawal, Its scientific 
contribution lies largely in its representation of the intrusive Chaco influence that 

affected the 12th Century Anasazi of the area. 

5. Dominguez-Escalante Ruins (40 acres). These sites near Dolores are also related 

to the Chaco Phenanenon and have been partial ly excavated and stab? I ized (currently a 

prime element in BLM*s maintenance stabilization program for the area). Escalante Ruin 

was observed and noted by Father Escalante in 1776, making it the first documented 

archaeologic site in Colorado. These sites, protected by administrative withdrawal and 

developed as recreation sites, WI I I provide a portion of the interpretive program at the 

Anasazi Heritage Center. 
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The Anasazi Heritage Center. To be constructed by the Bureau of Reclamation and 

operated and managed by BLM, this center wll I house and manage more than one mll llon 

artifacts frcm cultural mitigation work on McPhee Reservoir through the Dolores 
Archaeological Project (DAP). It will also curate artifacts and information from cultural 

sites on public lands through the Four Corners area, The center t-~i I I offer Interpreta- 

tion, educational outreach, community activities, and cultural resource protection. A 

I ibrary wi I I be aval lab le for the public and a staffed research faci I i ty wi I I assist 

qualified archaeologists doing scientific studies on any of the numerous cultural resource 
values on public lands in the planning area. The center wi I I be approximately 2 mi les 

west of Dolores on Highway 184 near the Dcminguez-Escalante Ruins and in the Escalante 

Recreation Area. 

6. Tabeguache Cave II and Tabeguache Canyon (3,100 acres), This Iarge’overhang in 

Tabeguache Creek Canyon (a tributary to the San Hlguel Rivet-1 was partially excavated in 

the 1930s and yielded remains of three distinct cultural groups--the Archaic, Basket-maker 

I I, and the Utes (Hurst 1945). These occupations are #el I def lned stratigraphical ly from 

the Ute occupations (closer to the surface) to the much older Archaic occupations (deeper 

below the surface). These lower levels are wel I sealed and wel I preserved under later 

sediments, making their potential extremely high for contributing significantly to the 

area’s prehi story. 

Tabeguache Canyon contains numerous rockshelters, smal ler in size, but similar to 

Tabeguache Cave I I. They I ie relatively undisturbed and present a wealth of potential 

scientific data (primarily prehistoric) concerning the extended seasonal use of this area, 

7. Dolores Cave (60 acres). This site was also excavated by C, T. Hurst (1947) and 

yielded Archaic levels underneath later Ute remains, Like Tabeguache Cave II, this site 

also contains buried, intact deposits that may contain valuable data pertaining to the 

region’s Archaic hunters and gatherers. 

8. Bull Canyon Rockshelter (5 acres). A large prehistoric rockshelter that lies in 

a tributary canyon to the Lower Dolores River, the Bul I Canyon overhang has never been 

professional ly investigated. Some II legal digging in the deposits has exposed deep and 

potentially important cultural levels. Additionally, the cave is dry and abundant 

perishable material has been exposed by the illegal digging, It is I ikely that the 

undisturbed deposits not only contain similar perishable materials, but a wealth of unique 

and sign if icant information. 

9. Tabeguache Pueblo ( 120 acres) 0 -- This site Is a series of masonry structures, with 

each containing several rooms. Again, C. T. Hurst excavated port ions of the site (Hurst 

1946). Recovered artifacts were fairly typical of the Anasazi Pueblo II period (ca, A,O, 

900-11001, but the site is approximately 60 miles north of what is considered to be the 

northernmost periphery of Anasazi occupation, the wAnasazi Frontier” along the Dolores 

River. Although Hurst felt the site was an Anasazi site, it also resembles Fremont 

Culture sites to the northwest. 

10. McLean Basin Towers (80 acres) m Eleven years after Morley excavated the south 
pueblo at Cannonbal I Ruin, Jesse W, Fewkes published a work on prehistoric ruins in 

southwestern Colorado (Fewkes 19191, In it he briefly mentions a pair of masonry towers 

on a ruin located in McLean Basin, approximately 10 miles north-northwest of Cannonbal I 
Ruin--McLean Basin Towers. It is as yet unexcavated and the towers are #el I-preserved 
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(approx. 11.5 ft in height). Stabi I ization was done in 1977, but no active research has 
ever begun on the site. The towers and the remains of rectangular masonry structures 

(administratively withdrawn) have been preserved from vandals by a chain link fence 

erected by BLM in 1965. The surface remains of this site indicate a Pueblo II to Pueblo 
I I I occupation with possibly a row of one-story buildings and subterranean kivas. The 

tower camp I ex, which lies well away from other habitation areas, may be a Strategic 

position within the communication network of Vowers” in the Hovenweep area, Research and 
interpretation potential at this pristine site and in the associated area are enormous0 

11, Cow Mesa (3,079 acres) 0 Lylng between two deep canyons covered with the 

remains of the Anasazi lies Cow Mesa, Site densities here are projected to be more than 

100 per square mile. Many of these sites are pueblo habltatlons constructed during Pueblo 

I I to Pueblo I I I times (A,O, 900 to A,D, 12501, Several prehi,storlc fields and water 
control systems are reported to exist in excellent condition, Many of the sites here 

possess structural features unobserved ei seuhere, No intenslve Class II I inventorles (see 

Glossary) have been done on Cow Mesa and its full potential remains unexplored. 

12. Squaw/Papoose Canyon (4,611 acres), Squaw Canyon and one of Its prlmary 

tributaries, Papoose Canyon9 lie near the Utah/Colorado State line a few miles south of 
Dove Creek, Colorado, Complete Inventories of these areas have never been done; however, 

small Site-spacific surveys have revealed a high number of small cliff dwellings and 

well-hidden masonry structures in the canyons 1 steep slopes and cliff faces, This area 

verges on the ecozone described as the northern periphery for the Anasazi and their 

agricultural lifestyle, explaining why such an intense prehistoric occupation and use of 

this area are unique and could posslbly be significant. Besldes scientific potential D 

Squaw and Papoose canyons hold a scenic beauty and ruggedness important to many recreation 
users who will find that such a conblnation of archaeologic and educational values and 

rugged beauty can be found in few places, 

130 Palnted Hand Petroglyphs (120 acres), This site, protected by an administrative 

withdrawal because of its un ique and important cultural values, is surrounded by an a-foot 

high chain link fence, It consists of a hlgh vertical rock face that was etched by 

prehistoric artists hundreds of years ago. The rock art panel itself is more than 10 feet 

high and 50 feet long and lies In a remote region of Yellowjacket Canyon where access iS 
I lmited. ho inventory data presently exlst for this site, 

14. Painted Hand Ruin (80 acres), Painted Hand Rul n overlooks Hovenweep Canyon near 
Hovenweep Rational Monumentus Cutthroat Castle Group, Slmilar in many ways to several of 

the Hovenweep sltes, it possesses a well-preserved masonry tower, more than 15 feet in 

height. It has been evaluated for stabi I lzation purposes and has been targeted as having a 
priority-one need. It receives a high level of vlsltation because It is near to and 

visible from the maJor access Into Cutthroat Castle, Occupied continually from 

Basketmaker I I to Pueblo l l l times and possessing three “paInted hand” pictographs that 
are extremely rare to thls area, Painted Hand Ruin overlooks Hovenweep Canyon with a 

spectacular view of We Mountaln and the high mesas to the southeast. 

150 Indian Henryvs Cabin (160 acres), Located In a remote area of Bull Canyon 30 
miles north of Dove Creek, this well-preserved cabin with associated corral and gravesite 

was the home of a locally colorful historic figure, Henry Huff, known as Indian Henry. 
Events in his life are documented both orally and in writing (Copeland 1980). The cabln 

itself is well built of ponderosa logs, rare tor the area but stll I found hlgh on a few 
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north-facing sl apes. Much mystery and local legend surround Henry’s occupation here from 

1890 to 1917. 

16. Hamilton Mesa (5,018 acres). Hamllton Mesa stretches for several miles along 
the south side of McElmo Creek, terminating just before the creek enters Utah, This area 

Is a very marglnal desert envlronment with a treeless appearance. The grassy mesa top of 

Hamilton Mesa and acccmpanylng rincons of Its drainages harbor a remarkable number and 

variety of Anasazl habitations, most of which are linked to extensive and lntrlcate water 

control structures. These sites range in age from A.D. 700 to A,D. 1250, Another unique 

feature of the Hamilton Mesa cultural area lies In the large number of Archaic sites 
recorded here (B.C. 8000 to A.D. 450). No intensive surveys have been canpleted for thl s 

area; however, InformatIon supporting Its slgniflcance comes from numerous small oil and 

gas and selsmlc surveys. 

17. Cross/Cahone canyons (20.774 acres). Cross Canyon and one of its major 

trlbutarles, Cahone Canyon, are still largely unexplored and unlnventorled. Smal I surveys 
and llnear Inventories spannlng the area reveal a high archaeologic site density, Also 

unique to these canyons (because of thelr ruggedness and remoteness) are the large number 

of historic Indian and European sites. Numerous outlaw and sheep camps, Navajo 
habltatlons, and old homesteads can be found along the canyon bottoms and steep slopes. 

Anasazl cliff dwel Ilngs, great klvas, towers, and water control devices are numerous and 
Isolated from access. The Interpretive and scientific potential of these canyons Is as 

yet untapped. 

Paleontology 

A study (entitled Fossil Vertebrates, Invertebrates, and Plants of the Uravan Area 
1982) covered a total of 70,600 acres within the plannlng area, These areas centered 

around Uravan and Included the nearby canyons and mesas of the Uravan ml neral belt and 
Paradox Val ley. The results Indicated that the Morrison and Chlnle formations were 

cons ldered Important. The Morrison Fonnatlon was found to contain eight known vertebrate 

localities--one was a specimen of the dlnosaur Dryosaurus altus and three of the other 

areas contained quarryable dlnosaur remains. 

Another work (entitled Paleontological Inventory and Assessment of the Durango and 

Cortez Known Recoverable Coal Resource Areas) was completed In 1981. Results lndlcated 

that, with the exception of late Quaternary al luvlum, al I of the format Ions are known to 

be fossil bearing. However, only the San Jose Formation is designated as havlng high 

potential. 

The flowerlng plant Sanmlguella lewisii (a palm or palmlike plant, the earllest known 

megascoplc remains of a flowerlng plant in the world) Is found wlthln the Dolores 
Formation of Trlasslc age (165 m.y. ago) on both sides of the San Miguel Rlver from Saw 

Pit, Colorado, to approximately five miles above Placerville, Colorado, and also along 

both sides of Leopard Creek two miles upstream from Its junction with the San Miguel 
River. 

Although Sanmlguella lewlsll was nominated for Federal status in 1968, It was denied 
by the U.S. Park Service Historic Landmark Board. In 1980, the genus Sanmlguella was 
again nominated for Historic Landmark status and was subsequently denied but the Landmark 

Board recanmended that the sl te area be considered ~lsensItlveh to public or prlvate use. 
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vi SW I Resources 

Visual resources in the San Juan-San Miguel RMP area include some of the most diverse 

and spectacular scenery in the Montrose District, Approximately 96,000 acres of land were 

found to be important landscape areas (see Fig, 2-9), most of which were located in the 

Silverton area, the Dolores River Canyon and along the San lvllguel River, General 

landscape types include broad to narrow river val leys, steep canyons, mesas, rol ling 

parks, mountains and ridges. Vegetation ranges from desert shrub, desert woodland, 

mountain shrub and conifer woodland to alpine tundra, 

Wilderness 

ColoradoQs BLM Wilderness Inventory (BLM December 1980) identified eight WSAs within 

the San Juan-San Miguel planning area (see Table 2-18), The total acreage for al I the 

WSAs (approx. 103,000) constitutes almost 10 percent of the San Juan-San Miguel planning 

area (see Fig, 2-10). A Wilderness Technical Supplement, developed with the Draft San 

Juan/San Miguel RMP/EIS, discusses in more detail each WSA and their alternatives and 

indivldual resources. 

Table 2-18, WSAs Within Planning Area, 

--e--e 
WSAs Size 

(inventory no.) (acres)?! Count 1 esl! 

Cahone Canyon (CO-030-2650) 9,040 

Cross Canyon (CO-030-265; UT-06C+229) 12,742 

Dolores River Canyon (CO=D30-290) 28,630 

McKenna Peak (CD-O30-286) 19,562 

Menefee Mountain (CO-O30-251) 

Squaw/Papoose Canyon (CO-O30-265A; 

UT=O60-227 1 

7,129 

11,287 

Tabeguache Creek (CO-O30-300) 7,908 

Weber Mounta 1 n (CD=O30-252) 6,303 

Total 102,60 1 

Montezuma 

Montezuma and Do I oresp 

CO; San Juan, UT 

k%ontt-ose 

San Miguel and 

Do I ores 

Montezuma 

Dolores, CD; 

San Juan, UT 

Montrose 

bntezuma 

---m---e __--_----_ 

*Adjusted 1980 BLM Intensive kJ1 lderness Inventory acreages., 

2/Ail counties in Colorado unless otherwise indicated. 
Source: BLM Data 1984, 
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arpen ter Ridge 

Figure 2-9. These outstanding scenic areas within the 
planning area are important landscapes due to their unique 
landforms and (or) vegetation features. 
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Nearby Wilderness Areas 

Wilderness areas near the WSAs are the Weminuche (administered by the USFS) and Mesa 

Verde (administered by the National Park Service and not open to the public), Grand Gulch 
and Dark Canyon pr imi tive areas (administered by BLM 1 n Utah) are approximate1 y a 2- to 

J-hour drive from Cortez. Both Arches and Canyonlands national parks in Utah (not des ig- 

nated wi Iderness) receive heavy use but do not offer the same type of ui lderness experi- 
ences as the BLM WSAs offer. Also close to these WSAs and designated t-r1 lderness areas 
within western Colorado are Lizard Head, Mt. Sneffels, Big Blue, La Garita, and the Black 

Canyon of the Gunni son. All eight WSAs are located in the San Juan-San Miguel planning 
area in southwestern Colorado; two of them, Squaw/Papoose and Cross canyons, have portions 

within BLMls San Juan Resource Area in Durango, Colorado, and BLM’s Moab District, Utah, 

Individual WSA Descriptions and Wilderness Values 

Following are descriptions of the eight WSAs and their corresponding vaIuesp includ- 

1 ng naturalness, solitude, primitive and unconfined recreation, supplemental values, and 

ecological diversity. 

Cahone Canyon WSA 

Naturalness. The dominating natural feature of this WSA is the confluence of 

three deep canyons-%oss, Cahone, and Dove Creek--that have been cut by f luvial erosion 

into the Morrison Formation and Dakota Sandstone, The steep canyon wal Is consist of 

shal low, rocky soils; numerous rock outcrops; and talus slopes, Sandstone cliffs and 

ledges line the canyon rims. The winding canyon bottoms, with a gentle-to-moderate 

juniper woodland that contains a shrub understory, support growths of cottonwood, 

boxelder, Russian olive, wil low and tamarisk along with various shrubs, Thls puts the WSA 

within the Colorado Plateau Province ecosystem; it and Its accompanying land forms are not 

wel I represented within the NWPS. 

The only imprints of man within the WSA are two ways (see Glossary), one on the 

southern rim and one on the northern rim of Cahone Canyon, These ways are revegetating 
and are screened by the surrounding pinyon-juniper woodland; they do not significantly 

impair the primary naturalness of the area. The archaeologic resources here 1 nc I ude 

I ithic sites, masonry dwellings, and food storage structures dating from the Anasazi 
cu Iture. A cherrystem eliminates an old access route to an abandoned oil and gas wel I 

Pad. The area also provides wildlife habitat for deer, predators, and raptors, 

Sol itude. The rugged terra in of the deep, winding canyons with numerous rock 

outcrops and boulder-strewn slopes provides excel lent topographic screen1 ng, The dense 

cover of the pinyon-juniper on the slopes and canyon rims and the riparian growth in the 

canyon bottcms provide vegetative screening, which, together with the topographic 

screening, provide outstanding opportunities for solitude, 

Primitive and Unconfined Recreation. The deep, rugged canyons of the WSA 
provide a scenic backdrop for various recreation activities including hiking,, backpacking, 

horseback riding, hunting, photography and geologic and archaeologic sightseeing. The 

canyon bottoms can be used as hiking or riding routes and provide numerous, secluded 

canping spots. The steep canyon slopes and the ledges provide more chal lenging cross-= 

country hiking or rock climbing opportunities. Hunting, a historic and continuing use of 
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this area, and the archaeologic, geologic, and scenic values of the area9 enhance the 

available recreation opportunities, The WSA does provide outstanding opportunities for 

primitive and unconf i ned recreation. 

Supplemental Values, The area Is rich in archaeologic sites dating from the 

Anasazi culture, Ecologically, this area serves as a natural refuge for native flora and 

fauna that have been displaced frcm surrounding areas by agriculture and other human 

act iv1 ty, Geologic formations are wel I exposed for scientific and educational study, The 

Morrison Formation here contains fossil plants and vertebrates, 

Ecological Diversity,, Cahone Canyon WSA has topography with many deep canyons 

and has two vegetation types: pinyon-juniper modland and Great Basin sagebrush, The 

Great Basin sagebrush ecosystem is not presently represented in the NWPS. There are 

presently two designated wilderness areas with pinyon-juni per mod land vegetation in 

Colorado (Mesa Verde National Park and the Black Canyon of the Gunnison National 

Monument--a total of 20,000 acres), 

Cross Canyon VSA 

Naturalness, The WSA consists of portions of several canyons, including Cross, 

Rui n, and Cow canyons, which have been cut by fluvial erosion through an uplifted sedimen- 

tary bed, Numerous rock outcrops, ledges, and cliffs are exposed In the canyons which 

range in depth fron 340 feet to 850 feet,, In addition to the main canyons9 there are 

numerous smal ler tributary canyons,, Pi nyon-j un i per eood land p the dominant vegetat Ive 

cover with cottonwoods in places along the canyon bottom, together with Great Basin 

sagebrush, place this WSA within the Colorado Plateau Province, This ecosystem and its 

acconpanying landfonns (see Solitude) are not well represented within the NFJPS. Primarily 

natural in character, imprints of man within the WSA consist of three ways, one of which 

has been blocked off to al low revvegetation while the other ~JO are mainly vehicle tracks, 

There are heavy concentrations of archaeologic and historic resources found in this WSA; 

it al so provides wildlife habitat for deerp predators, and raptors, 

Solitude. The rugged canyons with their narrow, steep inner gorges and numerous 

side canyons within a dense pinyon-juniper woodland provide excellent topographic and 
vegetative screening, The canyon bottom has a r i par Ian zone which supports a mixture of 

cottont%od, #iI low, tamarlsk, boxelder, and shrubs0 The enclosed nature of the canyon 

system provides a feel i ng which enhances outstandi ng opportunities for sol I tude, 

Primitive and Unconfined Recreation,, The Cross Canyon WSA offers a variety of 

primitive and unconfined recreational opportunities such as hiking, backpacking, horseback 

riding, hunting, and photography. The canyon bottoms within the WSA provide foot or 

horseback routes and numerous, secluded camping sites, More chal lengi ng cross-country 

routes can be found on the canyon slopes and wal Is, From the mesa or cli f f top, there are 

scenic panoramas of the Cross Canyon WSA and surrounding areas., This area definitely 

provides outstand1 ng opportun ities for primitive and unconfined recreation, 

Supplemental Values. The area is rich in archaeologic sites dating from the 
Anasazi cu I ture. Ecologically, this area serves as a natural refuge for native flora and 
fauna that have been displaced frcm surrounding areas by agriculture and other human 
activity, Geologic formations are wel I exposed for sclentlf lc and educational study, The 
Morrison Formation here contains fossil plants and vertebrates, 
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Ecologlcal Dlverslty. Cross Canyon WSA has the same ecological dIversIR/ as 
Cahone Canyon WSA (see previous discussion). 

Dolores River Canyon WSA 

Naturalness. The center of this WSA Is the deeply Incised, meanderlng Dolores 

River Canyon; It also Includes those tributary canyons and surrounding rlmlands that are 

primarily natural in character. Th Is rugged canyon system is cut down through a serl es of 

sedimentary strata resulting In many colorful ledges and massive cliffs Interspersed alth 

talus slopes. Approximately 30 miles of the Dolores River are Included within the study 
area o Vegetation, which varies with terrain and elevation, Includes a rim and mesa area 

that supports a plnyon-juniper woodland wlth occasional sage parks, On the canyon slopes 

a mlxture of desert shrubs such as sagebrush, Mormon tea, squawbush, and buffalo berry are 
found. Scattered pinyon-juniper, cottonwoods, and an occasional ponderosa plne lie just 

under the canyon rim. The main canyon bottom and some of the tributary canyon support a 

thicker riparian growth. Some smal I enclaves of aspen and ponderosa pine are found with4 n 
the WSA. 

The WSA also contains ecological values (unique plants, including Kachina daisy and 

Eastwood monkeyflower; see Vegetation section) and archaeologic and paleontologic 

resources (including petroglyphs and pictographs along the canyon wai Is; see Glossary). 

It falls within the Colorado Plateau Province ecosystem because of Its pinyon-juniper 
woodland and Great Basin sagebrush, an ecosystem with Its accompanying landforms (see 

Solitude) that is not well represented within the NWPS, Deer, raptors, and other wildlife 

also find a unique habltat within the WSA. 

Solitude. The deep, narrow9 and extremely rugged Dolores River Canyon and its 

tr I butarles offer extensive topograph ic screen I ng, The main canyon consists of twisting 
meanders with steep, often sheer wal Is and rock outcrops, ledges and talus flelds with 

large boulders. Tributary canyons are often narrow, sheer walled and full of boulders, 

On the mesa tops and benches, pinyon-juniper woodland provides vegetative screening, The 
topographic and vegetative screening In certain locales provides outstanding opportunities 

for solitude here. 

Prlmitive and Unconfined Recreation. During the spring runoff D the Dolores 

River provides a scenic whitewater river run. Throughout the year, the rugged canyon 
system offers opportunities for chai ienglng cross-country hlklng and backpacking, while 

numerous high cliffs provide outstanding rock climbing opportunities, Other aval lable 

recreational activities Include hunting, horseback rid I ng p photography, and geolog lc 

sIghTseel ng. The highly scenic canyon system enhances all of the available recreation 
activities. The Dolores Rlver Canyon WSA provides outstanding opportunlties for primltlve 

and unconfined retreat {on. 

Supplemental Values. The Dolores River Canyon WSA contains a number of sup- 

plemental values including geologic and scenic values associated with the deeply en- 

trenched, sheer walled canyons an the exposed sedlmentary strata; ecologic values includ- 

ing relic areas and rare plants; and archaeologic, historic, and paleontologic values, 

Ecological Dlversity. The Dolores River Canyon WSA is associated with deep 
canyons in the Colorado Plateau ecoregion. Two primary vegetation types are present: 

pinyon-junlper woodland and Great Basin sagebrush. (See Cahone Canyon WSA narrative for 
designated wilderness areas in these ecosystems.) 
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McKenna Peak USA 

Naturalness, The geomorphology of the area is dominated by a shale and adobe 

badlands topography and includes sandstone cliffs, canyons, and rol ling hil Is, Vegetation 

varies frcm desert forbs and grasses to dense coniferous forests. McKenna Peak WSA is 
within a transition zone betL*en the mountain mahogany-oak scrub, pine and Douglas-fir, 

pinyon-juniper of the Rocky Mountain Forest Province and the pine and Douglas-fir, 

pinyon-juniper and saltbush-greasewood of the Colorado Plateau Province, 

Imprints of man in the McKenna Peak WSA are not substantially noticeable and are 

mitigated by either topographic or vegetative screening or both, This ecosystem and its 
accompanying landforms (see Solitude) are not wel I represented within the NWPS, In 

addition, the cumulative impacts of the ways and range Improvements upon the unltrs 

naturalness are negligible because the few imprints present are widely dispersed and do 

not dominate the landscape., This WSA also provides a partial habitat for a wild horse 

herd and large herds of wintering deer and elk, A large number of marine fossi Is cover 
the ground here,, 

Solitude. The combination of vegetation and topographic screening provides 

outstanding opportunities for solitude in the McKenna Peak WSA, The badlands near McKenna 
Peak and Brumley Point contain deep, narrow, twisting arroyos. Frcsn high points in the 

WSA, there are expansive vistas that give a feeling of vastness to the area. Dense 

pinyon-juniper woodland and rock outcrops provide screening in the northern part of Spring 
Creek Basin (the northern portion of the #SA), 

Primitive and Unconfined Recreation., The diverse topography of the PScKenna Peak 
WSA, including badlands, steep sandstone cliffs, and gently rolling mesas in combination 

with varied vegetation, provide outstanding primitive and unconfined recreation opportunl- 

ties, some of which include horseback riding, hiking, rock climbing, backpacking, hunting, 

photography, and sightseeing, 

Supplemental Values, The area contains unique scenic values due to the unusual 

geornorphology of the landscape and unspoiled scenic vistas of the surrounding lands, 

Numerous marine fossils are found within the WSA and in the western portion a wild horse 

herd 1 s al so found. 

Ecological Diversity. McKenna Peak rJSA is within a un ique ecosystem type 
area--it occupies a transition zone between the Colorado Plateau and the Rocky Mountain 

Forest provinces with three vegetation types. The sal thrush-greasewood ecosystem is 
present1 y represented by one designated wl lderness in Colorado (Great Sand Dunes National 

Monument-a total of 18,000 acres), The mountain mahogany-oak scrub ecosystem is 

presently represented by one designated wilderness in Utah (Lone Peak--a total of 30,000 
acres) 0 McKenna Peak WSA also has a pi nyon-jun iper ecosystem (see Cahone Canyon 

narrative), 

Menefee Mountain WSA 

Naturalness. The Menefee Mountain WSA, with topography composed of mountains 
and canyons, i s pr imar il y natural in character, It contains a number of features such as 

vertically wailed canyons, overhanging cliffs, and varied plant communities, Pi nyon- 
juniper and various mountain shrubs constitute the primary vegetation; at higher 
elevations, pinyon-juniper gives way to oakbrush, the dominant species above 7,000 feet, 
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Scattered stands of ponderosa pine and Douglas-fir can al so be found associated with the 

oak habitat. This WSA is within a transition zone between the Rocky Mountain Forest 

Province and the Colorado Plateau Province. Neither ecosystem nor their accompanying 

landforms are wel I represented In the NWPS. 

Only minor Imprints of man are found withln the WSA; most of them are ways in the 
northern portion and within East Canyon, Smal I, old coal mines are substantial ly 

unnoticeable and are effectively screened by topography and vegetation, There is a 

deteriorating log cabin near the mouth of Jeers Canyon and a fence line largely screened 

by vegetation. A small, unnoticeable stock reservoir Is located within the southern 

port ion. None of these Imprints has adversely affected the natural character of the land., 

The WSA IS located four miles east of Mesa Verde National Park and includes several 
archaeologic sites. Wildlife habitats include those for bald and golden eagles, deer, 

elk, bear, and mountain lion, 

Sol I tude. Because of the rugged topography and the vegetative screening 

i nherent to pi nyon-jun 1 per and oakbrush habitats, thl s USA has outstandi ng opportun I ties 

for solitude. The presence of numerous canyons tends to disperse use, which also 
contributes to outstand1 ng dpportun ities for so I I Pude. 

Primitive and Unconfined Recreation, The rugged terrain of the unit 

(steep-sided canyons and cl iff-rlmmed mesa tops) provides chal lengl ng htki ng, backpacking 

and climbing opportunities. Fran the top of Menefee Mountain, panoramic vistas exist, 

including several surrounding mountain ranges and a series of plateaus, These vistas 

provide opportunities for sightseeing and photography and enhance the other recreation 

opportunities available in the WSA, providing outstanding opportunities for primitive and 

unconf i ned retreat ion. 

Supplemental Values. The area contains habitat for both bald and golden eaglesp 

elk, and deer. Archaeologic sites are found within the area, as wel I as some smal I, 
historic coal mines. 

Ecological Diversity. Menefee Mountain USA 1 s I ocated in a transition zone 

between the Colorado Plateau and Rocky Mountain Forest provinces and has ttJo associated 

vegetation types: pinyon-juniper woodland and mountain mahogany-oak scrub, (See the 

Cahone Canyon WSA and McKenna Peak WSA narratives for detai Is on designated wi I derness 

areas in these ecosystems.1 

Squaw/Papoose Canyon WSA 

Naturalness. The WSA consists prlmari ly of Squaw and Papoose canyons that have 

been cut by fluvlal erosion into an uplifted sedimentary bed composed of the Morrison 

Formation and Dakota Sandstone. Because of the arid nature of this area,, the canyon 

slopes are canposed of exposed rock outcrops and steep talus sl apes. Numerous tr I butary 

canyons merge juniper with an associated shrub understory of sagebrush, Mormon teaP 

mountain mahogany, rabbitbrush, cliffrose, and bitterbrush, This pinyon-juniper VJoodland 

and Great Basin sagebrush place the WSA within the Colorado Plateau Province, an ecosystem 
with Its acccmpanying landfonns (see Solitude) that are not wel I represented vithin the 

NWPS. Vegetation is thicker along the canyon floors VJith a mixture of cottonwood, 
tmari sk, sal tbush, sedges9 rushes9 and cattai I s, 
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Within Squaw Canyon in the Colorado portion of the WSA, an old fence line that was 

bladed during construction is returning to a natural condition through revegetation and 

et-05 ion. The surounding pinyon-juniper forest provides screening, making this impairment 

only noticeable nearby. The WSA is primarily natural in character with the imprints of 

man’s work substantial ly unnoticeable. It contains rich archaeologic resources9 including 

lithic sites, masonry dwel Iings, and food storage structures dating from the Anasazi 

culture. The WSA also provides wi Id Ii fe habitat for deer, predators, and raptors. 

Sol itude. The rugged topography of the steep, winding Squaw and Papoose canyons 
provides topographic screening within this WSA. Steep inclines and ledges limit 
accessibi I ily and the meandering strean ccurse provides natural visual barriers. 

Vegetative screening is provided by the pinyon-juniper on the canyon slopes and by the 

riparian growth in the canyon bottom. Because of the vegetative and topographic 
screen 1 ng , outstanding opportunities for solitude are available here. 

Primitive and Unconfined Recreation. Some of the outstanding primitive and 

unconfined recreation opportunities available are hiking, backpacking, hunting, rock 
climbing, horseback riding, and photography. The secluded canyon bottoms make good hi king 
or riding paths, while the canyon slopes and wal Is provide more chal lenging routes for 

hiking and rock climbing. The rugged and scenic terrainp diverse wildlife, and 

archaeologic sites enhance the available recreation opportunities. 

Supplemental Values. The area is rich in archaeologic sites dating from the 

Anasari culture. Ecologically, this area serves as a natural refuge for native flora and 

fauna that have been displaced frcm surrounding areas by agriculture and other human 

act 1 vi ty. Geologic formations are wel I exposed for scientific and educational study, The 

Morrison Formation here contains fossil plants and vertebrates, 

Ecological Diversity. Squaw/Papoose Canyon WSA is associated with pi nyon- 

juniper wood land and Great Basin sagebrush ecosystems,, (See Cahone Canyon WSA narrative 

for details on designated wilderness areas in these ecosystems.) 

Tabeguache Creek WSA 

Naturalness. With its center Tabeguache Creek and the creekss deep canyon, the 

WSA is characterized by ridges and mesas divided by rough tributary canyons. Except for 

the riparian zone along Tabeguache Creek, pinyon-juniper woodland is the dominant 

vegetation, 

The WSA contains educational p scientific, and unique archaeologic values. 
Archaeologic sites are found within this area-- probably both Fremont and Ute Indians--as 
this canyon served as a trail over the Unconpahgre Plateau,, It fal Is within the 

pinyon-juniper woodland of the Colorado Plateau Provincep an ecosystem with its 

acconpanying landforms (see Solitude) that are not wel I represented within the NWPS, The 

WSA also contains a unique habitat for deer, elk, black bear, raptors, and snakes, 

Solitude. Outstanding opportunities for solitude are available in the WSA 

because of the topographic screening provided by the winding, narrow Tabeguache Creek 
Canyon and the surrounding rugged benchlands and tributary canyons, which cover most of 

the area. The WSA contains outstanding opportunities for solitude. 
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Primitive and Unconfined Recreation, The scenic quality of Tabeguache Canyon, 

combined with the perennia I stream , provide outstanding opportunities for hiking, 
backpack1 ng , and horseback rid i ng e The benchlands above the canyon offer more chal lenging 
travel routes. Hunting, photography, and geologic sightseeing are other available 

recreation opportunities. The WSA contains outstanding opportunities for primltlve and 

unconf i ned retreat ion. 

Supplemental Values. The area, which contains a variety of geologic, 

educational p scientific, and archaeologic vaIuesp Is also a natural refuge for wlldllfe, 

Ecological Diversity. Tabeguache Creek WSA is associated with the pinyon- 

j un I per wood land ecosystem, (See Cahone Canyon WSA narrative for details on designated 

wl I derness in this ecosystmn,) 

Weber Mountain WSA 

Naturalness. This WSA, immediately west of Menefee Mountain, consists of 

numerous canyons that radiate from a linear-shaped mountain, Exposed sandstone forms 

overhangs and vertical cliffs along the slopes of the mountain and within the canyons, 

The vegetation consists pr imari I y of pinyon-juniper with areas of sagebrush interspersed 

throughout and some conifers and scrub oak near the mountaintop. 

The unit is pristine in character with only one minor imprint within the center--an 

old, dry reservoir that has been revegetated and is returning to its natural condition, 

The area is free of any substantial imprint of man, The archaeologic resources have been 

largely unexplored. 

Weber Mountain WSA is In the transition zone between the Pocky Mountain Forest 

Prcvince and the Colorado Plateau Province; neither ecosystem nor their accompanying 

landforms are wel I represented in the NWPS, Weber Mountain WSA also contains important 

wi I dli fe habitats for deer, elk, bighorn sheep, bear, mountain lion, and raptors, 

Sol itude. Due to Weber MountainIs rugged topography and its associated 

drainages and vegetative screening (provided by dense stands of pinyon-juniper and scrub 

oak), It possesses outstanding opportunities for solitude., The mountaings configuration 

and limited access into the WSA provide a sense of remoteness and seclusion which also 

contributes to feelings of sol1 tude, 

Primitive and Unconfined Recreation., The Weber Mountain USA possesses 

outstanding opportunities for primitive and unconfined recreation., Its rugged terrain 

prcvides hardy chal lenges to the hiker, explorer9 and climber; SUppl6mental values within 

the WSA such as panoramic vantage points, wildlife, and archaeologic sites enhance the 

various recreation opportunities, Lack of water In the unit is a limiting factor, yet a 

number of activities can stil I be pursuedD such as photography, hunting, and sightseeing. 

Supplemental Values. The area, which contains habitat for both bald and golden 

eagles, bighorn sheep, and deer, also possesses archaeologic sites, A portion Is 

contiguou5 to Mesa Verde Rational Park,, 

Ecological Diversity. Weber Mountain WSA is located in a transition zone 

between the Rocky Mountain Forest and Colorado Plateau provinces, Vegetation types 
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associated with it are: pine-Douglas-fir forest and pi nyon-jun 1 per wood land 0 The 
pine-Douglas-fir forest is presently represented by ten designated areas (263,000 acres), 

(The Cahone Canyon WSA narrative discusses the pinyon-juniper woodland ecosystem,) 

Manageability Concerns 

Table 2-19 outlines current manageability questions for the WSAs. 

Lands 

Land Ownership and Use 

The San Juan-San Miguel planning area consists of approximately 994,000 subsurface 

and surface acres of public lands and 297,000 acres of subsurface mineral estate. Table 
2-20 lists counties within the planning area, their county seatsp and their corresponding 

public land acreage. Following’ is a discussion of lands within the planning area, made up 

of four sections (see maps at back of this RMP). 

Northwest Section. Approximately 70 percent of the public lands is in the northwest 

portion of the planning area. It stretches east from the CoIorado4Jtah State boundary and 

is bordered on the other sides by solld blocks of national forest lands--the Manti-La Sal 

National Forest to the northwest, the Uncanpahgre National Forest to the north and 

southeast, and the San Juan National Forest to the southwest, 

The historic patentlng of mining claims and homesteads has influenced the land obmer- 

ship pattern in this section; interspersed private lands in this area lie principal ly 

along the major dralnages, which run predominantly northwest to southeast--the Uolores 

River and Paradox, Gypsum, and Disappolnlment creeks, 

The smal I canmunities of Uravan, Naturita, and Slickrock are wel I hemmed in by 
Federally owned lands; the settlements at Paradox, Redvale, Norwood, Egnar, Bedrock, Dove 

Creek and Cahone are located in areas of consolidated private ownership, 

Southwest Section. BLM-admlnistered public lands are in the western part of this 

portlon of the planning area and are increasingly scattered to the east, Bordered on the 

west by the Utah State Ii ne, publ ic land runs along steep canyons and mesas f i .,eop McElmo, 

Sandstone, Woods, Yel lowjacket, Sand D and Goodman canyons) 0 To the south I ies the Ute 

Mountain Ute Indian Reservation and to the east, Cortez, the county seat of Montezuma 

County. East of Cortez, a few tracts of BLM lands border Mesa Verde National Park and the 

Southern Ute Indian Reservation. 

Al I of the canmunities in this area--Pleasant View, Yel lowjacket, Roundup, Cortez, 
Dolores, Mancos, Hermosa, Ourango, and Hesperus--are wel l-surrounded by private land, 

mainly agricultural in nature, that could adequately provide for any needed ccnnmunity 
expansion. The fragmented land pattern makes BLM surface management difficult, 

Southeast Section. BLM-administered public lands continue in widely scattered blocks 

throughout the eastern portion of La Plata County, where i nterm i ng led pr ivate lands 
predominate. The San Juan National Forest borders the public lands to the north and east 

and the Southern Ute Indian Reservation lies to the south. 
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WSA 

Table Z-19. Manageabi I I ty Concerns Regard I ng WSAs, 

Concerns 

Cahone Canyon Fourteen existing pi-e-FLPMA oil and gas leases. includes 3,268 acres or 
36% of total WSA; oil and gas selsmlc activity previously authorized, 

Uranium and vanadium exploration in area; wlthln KGS; cultural 

resources need protectlon, 

Cross Canyon 

Dolores River 

Canyon 

McKenna Peak 

Thirty-three exlstlng pre-FLPMA oil and gas leases (includes Utah), 

Includes 9,073 acres or 71% of total WSA, Oli and gas selsmlc activity 
and uranium and vanadium exploration previously authorlzed; needs 

I lvestock management In future; within KGS; cultural resources need 

protectlon, 

Nlne exlstlng pre-FLPMA oil and gas leases, includes 5,022 acres or 18% 

of total WSA. Oil and gas selsmlc actlvlty previously authorlzed; 

uranium, vanadlum, copper and silver exploration In areas; float 

boating occurs0 

Two existing pre-FLPMA oil and gas leases. includes 156 acres or 1% of 

total WSA. Uranium L vanadium exploration in area; needs livestock 

management In future; wi id horses present1 y in area; eras Ion and 

sailnlty control projects may be needed., Contains 320 acres of State 

I ands, 

Menefee Mountain One existing pi-e-FLPMA oil and gas lease, Includes 1,132 acres or 16% 

of the total WSA, Within Durango KRCRA; also contains 40 acres 

private land-private mlnerais; 120 acres-ELM surface-private mlneral so 

Squaw/Papoose 
Canyon 

Eleven existing pi-e-FLPMA oil and gas leases (includes Utah), includes 
2,357 acres or 21% of total WSA. Oil and gas seismic activity 

previously authorized; two wells staked In 1983 In area; uranium and 
vanadium expioratlon previously done In area; within KGS; cultural 

resources need protect ion, 

Tabeguache Creek No existing pi-e-FLPMA oil and gas leases. Cultural resources need 

protect ion 0 

Weber Mounta In Four pre-FLPMA oil and gas leases, includes 2,272 acres or 36% of 

total WSA and tt~o wei Is drli led during 1982-83. WSA withln Durango 

KRCRA, adjacent to Mesa Verde National Park Wilderness Area (no vlsitor 

use al lowed); WSA also adjacent to KGS. Contains 640 acres of State 

lands, 

Note: Al I WSAs have adjacent farmlands. 

Source: BLM Data 1984, 
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Table 2-20. Counties within Planning Area, 

State Pub1 lc 

(Colorado unless land 

Counties otherwise noted) County seat acreage 

Archuleta 
Dolores 

La Plats 
Mesa 
Montezuma 

Montrose 

RIO Arrlba 
San Juan 

San Miguel 

New Mexico 

Pagosa Spr I ng s 10,500 
Dove Creek 55,000 

Durango 29,500 

Grand Junction 32,500 
Cortez 189,000 

Montrose 651,000 
Tierra Arnarll’la 30,000 

S I ,I vet-ton 49,000 

Tel lurlde 299,000 

Source: BLM Data 1984. 

The fragmented ownership pattern here makes BLM surface management difficult, 

especial ly on tracts without legal andtot- physical access and particularly on the 
isolated 40-acre and 80-acre tracts near Pagosa Springs. The continuing upsurge In 

subdividlng lands for developing seasonal vacation homes has further complicated the 

access situation. 

Northeast Section. BLM-administered lands near Silverton in San Juan County comprise 

approximate1 y 51,000 acres of public lands, nearly surrounded by Natlonal Forest lands--to 
the northwest lies the Unccmpahgre National Forest; to the west and south and east, the 

San Juan National Forest. 

Lack of records of cadastral surveys and irregular parcel boundarles are the major 

lmpedlments to developing on-the-ground programs wfthin this section, which Is at least 80 
percent unsurveyed . Tiny, Irregular strips of BLM land are al I that remain unpatented 

along the major drainages and these lands are extremely difficult to locate. Patented 

mining claims scattered throughout the area are usual ly the only surveyed lands for miles, 

The Interspersed, patented lands also contrlbute to legal access problems in some parts of 
thls section. Patented claims are concentrated along major gulches where roads or jeep 

trails have been built, often for the sole purpose of access to both patented and 
unpatented mlnlng claims. 

The economy of Silverton, county seat and only town In San Juan County, is largely 

seasonal due to the hlgh elevation (9,300 feet) and is based upon mining and tourism,, The 

Standard Metals Mayflower Mill north of Silverton provides a large portion of Sllvertonps 

econ any. The town itself provides resldentlal occupancy for Its 850 permanent residents 

and canmerclal uses for a large summer tourist lnf I ux, The Durango-to-S I I verton I I ne of 
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the Denver and Rio Grande Narrow Gauge Railroad carries more than 100,000 passengers to 
Silverton during the J-month summer season; the train runs to Cascade Creek during nine 

months of the year (approx. halfway to Silverton). 

Fire 

The Montrose District has developed a Normal Year Fire Plan that is designed to 

manage fires as they occur in al I resource areas of the District. Cooperative agreements 

with the USFS, the National Park Service, BIA, the Colorado State Forest Service, and 

County governments are in place to provide quick initial attack. An average of 47 fires 

per year was suppressed in the area from 1970 through 1980. The average sizes of the 
fires were less than three acres with an occasional 20-acre fire. The largest fire during 

the period was in June of 1974 when 2,570 acres burned three miles south of Naturita, 

Colorado. Most fires are caused by lightning and occur in standing pinyon-juniper. 

The Vigil-Abeyta and Archuleta Mesa areas are considered high resource value areas 

due to the commercial timber available here. There are many other areas that contain 

improvements of various types that require immediate fire suppression actions. 

The Paradox Limited Suppression Plan, covering approximately 250,000 acres in the 
northern portion of the planning area, was implemented in 1982. Six fires were nanitored 

in 1982 and 1983 and al lowed to burn out natural ly with a total of 14 acres burned. 

Transportat ion 

Developing and managing a transportation system are accomplished through using a 

transportation plan, ccanpleted for the planning area in 1981 and consists of the 

following: 

Type of Road or Trai I Miles of Road 

Primary - Surveyed and deslgned to the required 

standard (maintained once a year) 

226 

Secondary - Maintained at existing standards 
(every two years) 

90 

Prlmitive - Maintained (every three years) 435 

Foot and Horse Trai Is - Maintained (when necessary) 49 

Tota I 800 

Road maintenance funds currently provide less than 20 percent of funds needed for 

their proper maintenance. Numerous areas of public land do not presently have legal 
access. More than 100 easements would be needed in the planning area to provide legal 

access to the roads presently on the transportation plan. In addition to the 

approximately 800 miles of road in the transportation plan, another 1,018 ml les of 
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unmaintained road were inventoried in 1980. These roads are present1 y used in managing 
the public lands but little or no maintenance Is being provided. 

Economics 

The San Juan-San Miguel econanic planning area includes areas of nine counties, eight 

in Colorado and one in New Mexico. The total 1980 populatlon of these counties was 

approximate1 y 101,000. Table 2-21 shows the 1970 and 1980 population, per capita Incane, 

and number of persons employed by county and state. Slgnif lcant population growth may be 

seen In al I counties except Dolores and San Juan. All of the counties In the plannlng 

area have a notably lower per capita inccme than the Colorado average. 

Table 2-22 shows personal Income by major sources by county. Government, services, 
and construct ion can be seen 

Mlnerals, transportation and 
sources of personal lncane. 

to be the top three sources of lncane In the planning area. 

public utilltles, and retail trade also are substantial 

Table 2-21. Population, Per Capita Income, and Employment 

Within Planning Area. 

County 
Population 

1970 1980 
Per Capita lncane 

1970 1980 
Employment 

1970 1980 

Colorado 

Archuleta 
Dolores 

La Plata 
Montezuma 

Montrose 

San Juan 

San Miguel 

New Mexico 

Rio Arrlba 

Tota I s 

Co I orado 2,207,259 2,889,735 3,887 10,033 869,534 I ,399,733 
New Mexico 1,170,055 1,299,968 3,072 7,878 323,581 518,000 

2,733 3,664 2,744 7,467 934 1,129 
1,641 1,658 2,022 7,471 567 562 

19,199 27,195 2,779 7,378 7,183 13,782 

12,952 16,510 2,441 7,108 4,474 6,322 

18,366 24,352 2,758 6,815 7,004 10,680 

831 833 2,301 6,454 529 489 

1,949 3,192 2,148 5,747 726 1,698 

21,268 23,617 2.074 5,588 6,201 8,756 

Sources : U.S. Census 1980; Reglonal Economic Information System 1984; Colorado 

Dlvlsion of Employment and Training 1984. 
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Table 2-22. Personal lnccme Within Planniq Area.2 

MaJor County Percent 

5oVCBs COlOrdO NW kxlco Total of 

of inanna Archuleta Dolores La Plats kmtezuna MOlltl-0% San Juan San Miguel Rio Arriba report& total 

Farm 13,008 2,852 1,416 
&Icuiture D 58 753 
Minerals 547 D 2,417 

Gonsiructlon D 146 12,085 
MaNfactlri rg 638 L 6,819 
Transportation L 

p&Ilk utIliHes 382 708 10,466 
Wholesale IraG 334 388 5,269 
F&tall trade 1,883 611 21,453 

Finance, Inswance 

a real estate D D 7,716 
services D 212 35,023 
Gowrnnent 3,278 1,293 30,403 

Total labor d 

P-opertl= 
1ncaIB 20,070 6,268 133,820 

4,078 3,999 0 86 3,997 -294% 7 

843 913 0 D 648 3,215 1 

4,753 15,502 4,532 4,037 993 32,781 8 

14,415 6,789 91 1,567 5,696 40,789 10 

3,246 7,825 157 142 3,103 21,930 5 

4,919 16,552 L 

5,015 4,942 L 

11,213 14,038 D 

D 

D 

2,251 

6,999 40,026 

969 15,917 

94% 40,005 

9 

4 

9 

w34 4,744 99 1,481 2,523 

8,122 13,715 D 2,017 18,530 

15,663 22,913 633 2,817 28,565 

19,467 

77,619 

10,261 

5 

18 

24 

75,171 iii,932 5,512 14,398 81,459 331,446 

1/Raglonal Econonic lnfomatlon Systen 1980; figures ln $1,000. 

/FIgwas In thlscolum are 95% of total due to p-esence of Land D flglres; D = Not refmted lo avoid confiderrtial disclowe; 

L = Less than $50,000. 

Sauce: BlJ+lData 1984. 



Retreat ion 

The San Juan-San Miguel planning area derives slgnlflcant econanlc benefit from 

expenditures made for recreation actlvltles. Many of these actlvltles are not presently 

quantifiable--as for example, hlklng, camplng, and backpacklng. Numerical data do exist 

however for fishing, huntlng, whlte water boating, and generalized tourist travel In the 

area. 

Fishing 

In 1980, 559,000 recreation visitor days (RVDs) were spent flshlng In the planning 

area (see Table 2-23). Flshlng occu-red at slgnlflcant levels In all counties and 

contrlbutd expenditures of approximately $38 ml 1 lion to the econany (McKean and Nobe 

1983). Approximately 200,000 RVDs and approximately $13.3 mll Ilon In expenditures are 

attributed to public lands. 

Hunting 

In 1980, 344,000 RVDs were spent huntlng In the planning area. Hunting occurred at 

slgnlflcant levels In all counties and contributed expenditures of approximately $45 

million to the econany (McKean 1983). Approximately 22,000 RVDs and approximate1 y $3 

mll llon In expendltves are estimated to be attributable to public lands. Table 2-24 

S~KJWS 1980 hunting RVDs and expenditures by types of animals. 

White Water Ebatlng 

The Dolores River Is extensively used for white water boatlng. 

12,500 RVDs was made for the Dolores. Expenditures for white water 
at approximately $1 ml1 lion annually within the planning area. 

Table 2-23. Flshlng RVDs by County 

Wlthln Plannlng Area. 

County RVDs 

Archuleta 54,130 

Dolores 47,145 

La Plata 255,182 . 

Montezuma 35,171 

Montrose 64,606 

San Juan 26,191 

San Miguel 76,579 

Total 559,004 

* Source: CDOW, personal canmun. 1983. 

Note: Figures are as of 1980. 
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Table 2-24. Hunting RVDs within Planning Area. 1/ 

Animal 

Deer 

Elk 

Other Big Game 

Smal I Game 

Waterfowl 

Upland Birds 

RVDs?! 

118,097 

125,779 
16,007 

64,951 

6,242 

12,963 

344,039 

Expend I tur es 

($12 

24,724,OOO 

18,830,OOO 
937,000 

886,000 4/ 

45,377,ooo 

-1(Includes Big Game Management Un 

through 75, 751, 77 and 78, and 

/McKean 1983. 
r/CDOW 1980. 

its (GM&.) 60, 61, 70 

Smal I GMUs 62, 88, and 90. 

4/ lncl udes expenditures for smal I 

upland birds. 

Rote: Figures are as of 1980. 

game waterfowl and 

Tour i st Travel 

Tourist travel in the planning area generates significant levels of incane and 

employment. Travel-related payrol I for 1980 is estimated at $28 million and is 

responsible for 4,600 jobs here. Table 2-25 shows 1980 travel-related payrol I and 
associated jobs by county. In Montezuma County, travel to archaeologic sites in Montezuma 

and Dolores counties contributes significantly to the travel level. It is estimated that 

18,000 RVDs were spent at BLM-adminlstered cultural sites in 1980. Annual expenditures of 
approximately SO.5 million may be expected frcm this level of use. 

Minerals 

In 1980, minerals with a commercial value of $165 million were p-educed in the 

planning area, including sand and gravel, uranium and vanadium, petroleum, gas, coal, and 
metal 5. Public lands are estimated to have yielded approximately $37 mil lion worth of 

these materials. Table 2-26 shows the commercial value of minerals produced by county in 

1980. Estimates of values by canmodity are also included. 

Forest Products 

Complete data are not available for forest product production in the planning area; 

hcwever, the USFS is estimated to account for 90 to 95 percent of the production that 
occurs. A IO-year average of USFSrs timber sales (1970-1980) is estimated to be approxi- 
mately 43 million board feet (MMBF) of timber valued at approximately $780,000, which 

suggests an cveral I production level (including figures fran the USFS, the Colorado Forest 

Service, the BIA, BIN, and private sales) of 47 MMBF valued at approximately $860,000. 
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Timber production on public lands is estimated at 200,000 BF of sawtlmber per year. 
Relative to overall production in the plannlng area, this is an economically insignificant 

level of production (less than 1%). In addltlon to timber production, BLM land provides 

an average authorized yearly total of approximately 900 cords of flrewood, 500 Christmas 
trees, 500 wlidlings (see Glossary), and 2,000 posts. Total BLM forest production of al I 

ccmmodities is estimated to have a ccmmerclal value of $250.000. 

Table 2-25. Travel-Related Payrol I by 

County Wlthln Planning Area. 

County 

Payro I I Number of 

(In $1,000) jobs 

Arch u I eta 16 3,195 529 

Dolores 96 13 
La Plata 15,711 2,566 

Montezuma 3,758 613 
Montrose 3,111 505 

San Miguel 1,301 213 

San Juan 1,039 170 

Total $28,211 4,609 

Note : Figures as of 1980. 

Source : Buslness Research Divlslon 1980. 

Table 2-26. Dollar Value of Minerals Produced 
l/ by County Withln Planning Area.- 

Sand and Uran I urn/ 
County gravel vanad I urn Meta I s Petro I eum Gas Coa I 

Archuleta 209 em -- 1,521 28 170 
Dolores 9 -- -- 1,278 1,486 -- 

La Plata 471 -- -- 1,416 3,631 1,894 

Montezuma 29 -m -- 3,124 1,277 -- 
Montrose 2,220 17,271 -- -- -- 1,863 

San Juan 8 -- 19,505 -- -- -- 
San Miguel 171 5,739 -- 135 1 --- 1,780 

Total 3,117 23,016 19,505 7,474 8,202 3,928 

BLM Land2 400 21,000 6,800 3,500 3,200 1,700 

1/CoIorado Division of Mines 1980; figures in $1,000. 

2/BLM estimate 1984. 

Note: Figures are calculated as of 1980. 
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Livestock Grazing 

Approximately 116,000 cattle and 62,000 sheep are estimated to graze in the planning 

area. The forage required by this number of animals is estimated to be 1.5 million AUMs 

annual ly with a value of $12.8 ml I I ion. Fifty-five thousand AUMs have been grazed 

annually (3-yr avg. use) from BLM land and valued at SO.5 mil lion. Based upon an average 

of $1.88/AUM, BLM has received approximately $94,000 annual ly for the past three years for 

this forage. Table 2-27 shows 1980 to 1982 average I ivestock numbers by county. 

Table 2-27. Estimated Livestock Numbers by 
County Within Planning Area. 

County (Colorado) Catt I e Sheep 

Archuleta 12,833 1,067 
Do I ores 5,467 -- 

La Plata 34,500 10,000 

Montezuma 27,667 12,066 

Montrose 28,000 23,666 
San Juan -- -- 

San Miguel 7,667 15,000 

Tota I 116,134 61,799 

Source: Colorado Department of Agriculture, 1982 (1980 

through 1982 average). 

Social Setting 

While BLM sociologic baseline data do not currently exist for the San Juan-San Miguel 

planning area, the planning area Is characteristic of rural counties found in western 

Colorado. Urban areas near Durango are experiencing growth due to recreation and light 

industry, while rural .areas near Egnar and Naturita are either growing slightly or 

declining in population due to mineral industry shutdowns. 

Much of the lifestyle of the area involves outdoor activities and many of the most 

popular recreation activities are outdoor oriented. Thus, the resources managed by BLM 

are of interest to much of the population. 

Many residents value the rural character of the area as an important part of their 

Ii festyles. An appreciation for the wide-open spaces# natural values, solitude and 

personal freedcm is general ly found. Outside control of land or any kind of outside 

interference 1 s general ly resented. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

ENVIRONMENTAL CQNSEQUENCES 

Introduction 

Chapter Three discusses the physical, biologic, and economic consequences of 

implementing the alternatives described in Chapter One, and it discusses only the 

resources that would be affected; we assume that no important impacts to cl imate, air 

qua1 ity, geology, topography, transportation, noise, and prime and unlque farmlands would 

result from BLM management actions. An interdisciplinary approach was used in developing 

these impacts (see Table l-l 1 for a comparative analysis of impacts by resources at the 
end of Chapter 3). 

General Assumptions and Guidelines 

To analyze the impacts of implementing the alternatives, the following assumptions 

were made: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Only significant changes or impacts (which varies by resource) wil I be analyzed. 

Changes or impacts described and analyzed are short term unless otherwise stated; 

long-term impacts would occur over a 20-year period. Short-term impacts would 

occur within a lO-year period; however, for the no-grazing alternative, the short 

term is 20 years and the long term is 100 years. 

The management actions were analyzed under the assumption that all actions would 

be fully implemented. 

It was assumed that adequate funding and manpower would be available to implement 

the management actions discussed in the alternatives. However, in practice, 

funding and manpower are variables that cause unpredictable changes in implemen- 

tat ion. 

Assumptions and Guidelines Specific to Certain Resources 

Soils and Water 

Demand for more water would continue to grow and be more than the water supply 

throughout the Western United States; demand for better water quality would also grow. 

Stipulations protecting watersheds from impacts associated with mineral exploration 

and development would be included in mineral leases andtorI site-specific environmental 

assessments for al I actions. 

BLM is currently in the process of identifying al I water sovces on public land that 

qua1 1 fy as public water reserves pursuant to the Executive Order of April 17, 1926 (Public 

Water Reserve No. 107). The water quantity reserved is that which 1 s necessary to meet 

I ivestock and human uses. Water needed to support BLM prograns beyond these needs would 

be applied for through the Colorado State water appropriation system on a case-by-case 

basis. 
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Upstream dlverslons would not dewater the streams upon which the aquatlc WI ldllfe 

rely. 

Assess1 ng Impacts related to vegetat Ion were based on expectat Ions of near-norma l 

annual cl Imate. Severe climate varlatlons could drastically alter vegetatlon responses. 

Cultural Resources 

General and site-speclflc stlpulatlons will continue to be Included In envlronmental 
work for al I actions. Avoidance will continue to be the primary form of mltlgatlon for 

any Impacts. 

Cultural resources will continue to deteriorate vla natural forces, vlsltatlon, and 

vandal Ism If corrective and preventative actlon Is not taken. Stablllzatlon, patrol, and 

vlsltor management are proven methods of neutrallzlng and even reducing these types of 
deterloratlon. 

The Anasazl Heritage Center wll I be bul It. 

Public Interest In and advocacy of cultural resources vla recreation, protectlon, and 

educatlonal research wll I continue to Increase, especially In more remote areas. 

ELM will continue to provide for an ongolng data gatherlng and maintenance system for 

cultural sites (as a result of Items mentloned In the flrst paragraph) In response to the 
needs of other resource users. 

An Increase In vandalism to cultural sites directly corresponds to Increases In 

access nearer to these sites. 

Estimates on affected sites are taken fran exlstlng site densltles for slmllar 

envlronmental zones nearby, which have had Class I I I surveys or from exlstlng Class I I 

survey data (see Glossary). 

Wlldllfe (Aquatic and TerrestrIalI 

The COOW can successfully control big game populatlons on a Game Management Unlt 

(GMU) basl s. 

Some big game crucial wlnter range on private land would be lost, which would 

Increase the blg game forage demand on public land over the next ten years If total big 
game populatlons are to be malntalned. 

Al I land ldentlfled for disposal, which would occur over a ten-year period, would 

lose Its value as blg game habltat (worst case analysls of Impacts). 

Slgnlflcant Increases In sediment yield would adversely affect flsherles. 

The condltlon of the rlparlan zone Influences the quallty of the aquatlc environment. 
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Forestry 

Commercial forest land would be harvested on an EO- to 180-year rotation; 

pinyon-juniper woodland on a 150- to 300-year rotation; and aspen woodland on an EO- to 

1 ZO-year rotat ion. 

Implementing al I vegetation manipulations would happen over a IO-year period. 

Energy and Minerals 

All mineral rights would be reserved on land identified for disposal where valuable 

minerals can be identified. 

Mines would be provided with necessary leases to continue their present levels of 

operation. 

Lands 

BLM would reseme access across parcels disposed of in cases where public access to 

adjacent State or Federal land is needed. (In most cases, BLM does not have legal access 

rights to parcels to be disposed of.) 

Transportation 

Easement acqui si tion and road development and improvement would be expanded over a 

lo- to 20-year per iod. By diversifying the transportation system development, Impacts 
would be Insignificant. 

Livestock Brazing 

The ranch models used in econonical ly evaluating the management proposals are 

representations of actual ranching operations in the planning area. 

Increases in available forage were based on inventory data and estimating increased 

ecological vegetation condition, which would result fran management facilities, intensive 

grating systems, and vegetation manipulations. 

Providing for basic plant needs for reproduction, growth, and establishment results 

in similar responses regardless of specific location (Martin 1973). 

Expected changes as a result of implementing intensive grazing systems are projected 

to improve vegetatlon condition in the long ‘term. This assumption Is substantiated by 

studies concerning deferred rotation grazing by Keng and Merril I (1960). Since deferred 

and rest-rotation systems are considered In the literature to be equal to or superior to 

deferred rotation for vegetatlon response, it is assumed that these grazing systans wi I I 

respond simi lar I y. 

The critical period developed and used to constrain I ivestock grazing on al I Improve 

111’1 category al lotments corresponds to the period Hormay ( 1970) discusses (defo I iation is 

most harmful when food reserves are lowest, usual ly In the spring green-up period when 
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plants are growing most rapidly). Continuous spring use for browse plants can severely 
deplete their food reserves and thus adversely af feet reproductive growth and plant vigor 
and eventual ly can cause the plant’s death (Garrison 1972). 

Wi I derness 

Current management of wilderness includes existing MFPs. The impacts discussed in 

Chapter Three are based on current management prior to BLM’s Interim Management Policy 

(Revised July 12, 1983). 

It is assumed that the wilderness reconmendation for this RMP wil I be adopted by the 

President and by Congress. 

Public demand for wilderness areas in the planning area wil I Increase annually at the 

national average 1 I@). 

Vi sua I Resources 

Al I‘ acreage proposed for vegetation manipulation within the planning area could be 

accomplished within VRM guidelines. 

The objectives for each VRM class describe the degree to which projects would be 

designated to blend with the existing landscapes. Any visual changes or impacts that fal I 

within the acceptable visual contrast limits of a particular class are not considered 

sign if icant. A charge in VRM classification is considered significant, which would occur 

because of wi I derness designation or primitive recreation management. 

The main goal of the VRM program is to maintain the landscape’s natural scenic 

qualities under a variety of uses. Some projects may have short-term visual impacts (3 to 

5 years) that might exceed the management objectives for a given geographic area. 

However, these impacts are not considered significant where long-term rehabi I itation plans 

(from 5 to 20 years) are implemented to maintain visual contrast within the acceptable 

contrast I imits. 
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Resource Conservation Alternatlve 

I ntroduct Ion 

This alternat Ive provides management direction to enhance nonconsumpt ive natura I 

resource values. Multiple resource uses wil I continue even though some areas wll I have 

I imited use or wll I be closed to certain uses. The fol lowlng discussion by resou-ce 

describes overal I management within the planning area. The Resource Conservation 

Alternative contains two subalternat Ives --No Crazing and Ecological Representation. 

Energy and Mineral s 

The no leasing and no-surface occupancy oil and gas stipulations imposed for the 

peregrine falcon eyrie on Pet-ins Peak would continue on 1,480 acres, per the current oil 

and gas umbrel la EA. 

The peregrine falcon eyrie on Perlns Peak decreases the available coal leasing lands 

for development and production in the Durango KRCRA by 1,480 acres. This would be a 

long-term impact of decreasing the available coal lease area by approximately 1.3 percent 

(BLM Data 1984). 

Critical deer and elk winter range areas will limit periods of oil and gas explora- 

tion and development operations on 248,890 acres. Operations may be conducted between May 

1 and November 30, a period established in the oil and gas umbrella EAs. This acreage 

represents a 3 percent increase over the Current Management Alternative. Impacts are not 

significant because they do not restrict operations. 

The no-surface occupancy stipulation per the Sacred Mountain and San Miguel oil and 

gas umbrei la EAs imposed for the Dolores River SRMA decreases by 21,600 acres the area in 

which oil and gas exploration, development, and production can be accomplished (BLM Data 

1984). The majority of this acreage cannot be occupied because of steep terrain and 

costly operations. 

Management of the Dolores River SRMA under this alternative would decrease the area 

for mining claim location and subsequent exploration, development, and production on 

21,600 acres due to withdrawal from mineral entry. This represents approximately 2 

percent of the planning area acreage and impacts would be for the long term. 

Designating al I eight WSAs as wilderness wil I have the fol lowing impacts to mineral 

resources (see Table 3-l for estimated reserves within the WSAs). 

Withdrawal of coal in the Menefee Mountain and Weber Mountain WSAs would result in a 

loss of approximately 95 mll lion tons of coal reserves (62 mll llon in Menefee, 33 mll lion 

In Weber). This represents 12.5 percent of the total estimated reserves within the 

Durango KRCRA frcm Mesa Verde National Park to Hesperus. Impacts would be for the long 

term. 
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Withdrawal of the coal in the Tabeguache Creek WSA could result in a loss of an 

unknown amount of coal reserves. This WSA is not within a KRCRA but is indicated as 

having a moderate1 y favorable potential for the resource. There is probably low potential 

for development of the Dakota Coal in this area. 

Withdrawal frcm leasing for oil and gas in the eight WSAs (102,601 acres) would 

result in a possible loss of 5.7 mil lion barrels of oil, 8.3 bil lion cubic feet of gas, 

and 46 bil I ion cubic feet of CO2. No reserves have been estimated for the McKenna Peak 

and Tabeguache Creek WSAs because it was determined that low potential exists for the 
resource. Withdrawal would not affect pre-FLPMA leases with valid rights. 

Table 3-l. Oil, Gas and CO2 Estimated Reserves within WSAs. 

Barrels Gas 

WSA of oil (mcf 1 

Cahone Canyon!! 368,940 737,880 

Cross Canyo& 415,360 830,720 

Dolores River Canyon 4,216 mmcf 

Menefee Mountain 2.4 million 704,352 

Squaw/Papoose Can yen?! 495,440 990,880 

Weber Mountain 2.02 ml I I ion 604,824 

1/Cahone Canyon WSA contains 46,118 mmcf of C02. 

2/includes Utah figures. 

Rote: The estimated reserves were calculated by determining 

reservoir characteristics of nearby fields and then discount- 

ing that figure by the wildcat ratio of 11% for the area. 

The 11% figure was assumed to be the volume of oil and gas 

most likely to occur within the WSA. Impacts would be for 

the long term. 

Source: BLM Data 1984. 

Withdrawal from mineral entry by designating the eight WSAs as wilderness would most 

greatly affect locatable mineral development in the Squaw/Papoose, Cross, and Dolores 

River canyon WSAs. Withdrawals would not include pre-FLPMA claims with valid discovery. 

Combined acreage of these three WSAs is 38,670 acres, which represents approximate1 y 3 

percent of the planni ng area acreage. Squaw/Papoose Canyon and Cross Canyon WSAs have a 

high favorabi I ity for occurrence of uranium and vanadium mineral ization. Dolores River 

Canyon WSA is indicated as having a high favorability for occurrence of base and precious 
metal 5, and there is also potential for uranium and vanadium occurrence in the Chinle 

Formation found there. 
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The greatest long-term impact would be fran designating the Squaw/Papoose Canyon and 

Cross Canyon WSAs as wi Iderness. Extens Ive exploration dr I I I I ng by Western Nut lear, Inc., 

has indicated that a uranium ore body possibly extends into both WSAs. Designating these 

areas as WI I derness could preclude any development of the ore body. 

No-leasing or no-surface occupancy oil and gas stipulations for cultural areas would 

decrease available acreage for oil and. gas leasing, exploration, development, and produc- 

tion by 7,625 acres, which represents an increase of 425 acres fran current management for 
additional sites. The 7,625 acres represent 0.6 percent of the planning area acreage and 

impacts would be for the long term. 

No mineral entry on cultural withdrawal areas would decrease available acreage for 

mining claim location, exploration, and development on 4,785 acres, a 425-acre increase 

beyond the Current Management Alternative. The total acreage represents approximately 0.4 

percent of the planning area and impacts would be for the long term. 

Travel restrictions associated with various programs wil I require mining claimants to 

file Plan of Operations under 43 CFR 3809 instead of a Notice of Intent. 

Federal coal for exploration and development would be available on 34,000 acres in 

the Durango KRCRA. 

Possible future coal, leasing would not be available on the Nucla and East Cortez 

KRCRAs. Managing sand and gravel permits on approximate1 y 880 acres wil I not provide for 

meeting future demands for the resource. 

Disposal of public lands with reservation of minerals to the Federal government wil I 

result In 18,000 additional acres of split estate management, which wil I add approximately 

6.1 percent more split estate lands than currently exist which increases manageabi I Ity 

problems. Impacts would be for the long term. 

Summary 

All impacts to minerals in this alternative are long term. 

Significant impacts of this alternative are the withdrawals fran mineral entry 

(approx. 129,000 ac) and no-leasing and no-surface occupancy stipulations on the 

recreation portion of the Dolores River (21,600 acres). Greatest impacts wi I I be from 

designation and withdrawal of al I WSAs, which wil I preclude development of the coal, oil 

and gas, and uranium resources that have a high probability of being present in some of 

the areas, with the exceptionof those lands containing pre-FLPMA leases or claims with 

val id rights or dl scoveries. 

The production and use of coal, 01 I and gas, and other minerals are irreversible 

canmi tments of natural resources. To the extent they are developed in’this alternative. 

there wil I be Irreversible and irretrievable canmitments of resources. 
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Vegetation 

The only slgnif icant short-term impacts to vegetation that would occur are probable 

increases of forage plant vigor where I ivestock reductions result in lowered utilization 

lW0lS. Cur rent ut i I ization trends wi I I continue in the short term until use patterns are 

disrupted with implel mented grazing systems and faci I ities. 

Figure 3-l i I lustrates the expected long-term changes in vegetation condition. 

Projections are based on the potential of existing vegetation to respond to changes in 
grazing management and Improvements. The major long-term impacts to vegetation would be 

sl ight imp1 rovements in the type and productivity of forage species on sites that are 

currently in poor or fair condition. Under intensive management, some sites would be 

converted fran poor to fair condition and fran falr to good condition. 

Addi t ional forage may be produced as a result of timber and woodland harvesting. 

Proposed watershed improvement treatments and wi Id Ii fe treatments would have 

long-term positive impacts to vegetation and incidentally to livestock grazing. Increased 

vegetation densities and productive and available forage wll I result fran the proposed 

treatments. 

Impacts to T&E plants would be positive in the short and long term because of 

inventories and special stipulations on al I proposed actions. 

Existing and possibly expanded limited fire suppression plans would affect vegetation 

resources In the long term by al lowing more pinyon-juniper woodlands and sagebrush acreage 
to burn natural ly and to be replaced with herbaceous vegetation. 

Wilderness designation would have-long-term positive impacts to vegetation under this 

alternative by precluding, many development activities. 

ORV restrictlons would have both short- and long-term positive impacts to vegetation 

by I imiting surface disturbances. 

e u 
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Figure 3-1. Long -term changes in vegetation condition under the 
Resource Conservation Alternative. 
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Summary 

In the long term, the overal I type and productivity of forage species on public lands 
would Improve slightly under this alternative. Properly placing and designlng Improvement 

projects could lessen some of the possibly adverse impacts to vegetation. 

Sol Is and Water 

Erosion, sediment, and salt yields would be reduced by implementing vegetation 

treatments, water control structures, and aquatic and riparian improvements In the 

planning area. The location of the treatments and the treated acreage or miles would 

pr imar i I y determine the magn i tude of these impacts. 

Properly implemented grazing systems that adhere to adequate rest cycles during 

periods of critical soil moisture and critical plant phenology and proper use restrictions 

would help reduce erosion, sediment, and salinity yields on those sites. 

The increases in visitor use brought about by designating areas as wilderness may 

result in a slight increase in erosion rates on trails and campsites as wel I as decreased 

water quality (sediment yield and bacterial contamination). Due to some protect ion frcm 

mineral development, wilderness designation would have long-term positive impacts to soils 
and water. 

Roads associated with tlmber harvest, even those proper1 y I aid out and constructed, 

would result in short-term increases in erosion rates and sediment yield. The degree of 

thls impact wi I I vary with the size of. the timber harvests. 

Continued protection of the Boulder Gulch watershed near Silverton, Colorado, and the 

ground-water aquifers associated with the Dry Creek Basin and Uravan domestic and 
municipal wel Is are necessary to protect the water quality. 

After conducting an inventory in the Upper Animas River drainage, 20 acid drainage 

and pol lut ion sources from heavy metals wi I I be treated. 

Summary 

Implementing the Resource Conservation Alternative would result in significant 

decreases In eros ion, sediment, and salinity yields and would improve aquatic habltat and 

provide protection to municipal and domestic water sovces. 

Terrestrial Wildllfe 

Implementing AMPS, wi Id horse herd management plans, and the wildlife program would 

improve range and habitat conditions on at least 701,000 acres. Intensive I ivestock 

management and vegetation treatments would resolve existing problems of forage shortages 

and provide for 125 more pronghorn antelope and 300 bighorn sheep, which would also 
prevent the short-term loss of 890 elk and 1,000 deer. Riparian habitat would also be 

improved by intensive livestock management, fencing, and instream structural improvements. 

As many as 5,700 acres would be treated under wildlife program funding with minimally 

negative impacts to nongame species. As many as 8 strean miles of riparian habitat would 
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be improved with structures and protective fencing (5 mi les under the WI Id horse program). 

Water development would improve 3,200 acres of wild Ii fe habitat. 

Bald eagles would benefit from habitat protection. Additional winter concentration 

areas would receive protective management. Recovery and reestab I I shment of peregrine 

falcons would be assisted by continued releases. State T&E species recovery program would 

be assisted by the provision and improvement of potential habitat for river otters. Other 

T&E species would be protected and managed consistent with existing laws and regulations. 

Sensitive and nongame species habitat wouI,d be improved along with improving the general 

range condition and emphasizing riparian habitat management. 

Lands disposal and conversion to private ownership and possibly developing lands 

would eliminate 2 percent of existing wildlife habitat and 3 l/4 miles of riparian 

habitat. Rlparian losses would likely besignificant because of limited availability of 

this habitat type and high potential for improvements on some tracts. Crucial winter 

range impacts are mln lmal (40 acres). Significant negative impacts to bighorn sheep 

habitat near Placerville could result in the loss of winter range for the remaining 

bighorn populations in the area. Potential conflicts with T&E species habitat would have 

to be resolved. Disposals could add to significant cumulative impacts to big game 

migration routes between Durango and Bayfield (120 acres). 

Forestry program actions could cause significant losses of nongame species habitat as 
could range program vegetation treatments if sales or treatments occur in the limited 

amount of old growth pinyon-juniper habitat. Canmercial ly harvesting timber In ponderosa 

pine, spruce-fir, and aspen types would not have significant impacts to wildlife habitat 

since BLM lands in the region contain a smal I fraction of these habitat types. 

Upland and riparian habitat deterioration could be expected to occur on allotments 
not covered by AMPS where licensing livestock exceeds estimated carrying capacity. Most 
significant impacts are to riparlan habitat. 

Improving the vegetation through both wild1 ife and range programs could enhance 

recreation opportunities associated with hunting and wildlife viewing. 

Oil and gas leasing restrictive stipulations (on crucial winter ranges) would apply 

to sl ightl y dlf ferent areas and approximately 8,000 more acres than are currently 

protected. Limiting seasonal access or surface occupancy WI I I protect the lessees fran 

potential Federal wildlife violations, reduce destruction of habitat and prevent 

disturbances on seasonal ly crucial wildlife habitat areas. 

Wilderness designations would have minor impacts to the wildlife program because the 

wilderness nonimpairment criteria would I lmit opportunities for vegetation manipulations 

within those areas. An additional , but presently unquantifiable impact resulting from 

increased visitor use could also be expected. Wilderness designation would also protect 

wildlife habitat fron disturbances associated with development. 

Summary 

Terrestrial wildlife habitat conditions should improve over the majority of the 

planning area due to more intensive management of wildlife habitat, livestock, watershed 

areas, vegetation treatments and habitat protection in WSAs. River otters, bald eagles 
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and peregrine falcons should benefit frcm provided protection. Land di sposal could cause 

minimal losses of big game winter ranges and riparlan habitat. Big game populations would 

remain stable over the long term (similar to impacts listed under the Current Management 

Alternative). 

Aquatic and Riparian Wildlife 

Beneficial impacts would occur fran range management activities due to the 

incorporation of ,aquatic and riparian objectives into AMPS; however, until they are 

completed, it is expected that a downward trend in habitat quality wil I continue. There 

should be positive impacts on those streams which have been intensively monitored (124 

miles) through coordinated activity planning and monitoring. The remaining 280 plus miles 

of uninventoried streams could potentially be improved through similarly coordinated 

.activity planning. This potential may only be detemined after further inventories 

and(or) monitoring to determine the current habitat condition. 

Wildlife management direction wil I positively affect aquatic and riparian habitat 

through substantial expenditures for aquatic and riparian habitat improvements. 

Additional monitoring will be required to determine habitat quality for those streams not 

I nventor I ed . 

Sane beneficial impacts to recreation would result from the increased public 

awareness and support from the CDOW in implementing the aquatic and riparian habitat 

improvements associated with the Dolores and San Miguel rivers. Some short-term impacts 

will occur on. aquatic and riparian habitat due to constructing recreation facilities in 

the Dolores River area. In addition, there may be some adverse impacts due to increased 
fisherman use. 

Some adverse impacts are expected as a result of increased public use in the 

wi I derness areas but are current1 y unquantifiable. Wilderness designation would also 

affect constructing aquatic and riparian habitat improvements, as no mechanical equipment 

would be al lowed in these areas. Nonimpairing types of habitat improvements may stil I 
occur; therefore, these adverse impacts are expected to be minimal. 

In specific areas such as Dry Creek, there may be continued degradation of r iparian 

habitat quality due to grazing resulting in significant impacts to water quality, erosion, 

and sedimentation. 

Due to road construction and timber sale layout In the forestry resow-ce, short-term 
impacts wi I I occur to water and habitat qual it-y. However, these impacts should be 

’ insignificant in the long term since they will be mitigated on a case-by-case basis 
through coordinated activity planning. 

It is expected that erosion and salinity management practices wil I result in overal I 
long-term positive impacts to the aquatic and riparian habitat resource. 

Summary 

Positive impacts to 250 miles of aquatic and riparian habitat wil I be realized fran 

I ivestock grazing, wildlife, recreation, and soils, and water activities. 
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Livestock Grazing 

Under this alternative, an initial reduction of 29,062 AUMs is proposed in livestock 

grazing, which would result in a decrease of 45 percent of the current active preference 

(see Glossary). These initial adjustments are necessary to help achieve the management 

actions developed for each at iotment in the lllw Category (see Appendix 9-D). Appendix 9-E 

displays the reccmmended change in AU& for al I al iotments. 

in the long term, a reduction of 21,072 AUMs from current active preference is 

proposed, depending largely on implementing grazing systems, instai ling range 

improvements, and ccanpieting land treatments proposed under this alternative. Table 3-2 

summarizes the short- and long-term changes proposed in current active preference. 

Table 3-2. Changes in Grazing Use Under the Resource 

Conservation Alternative. 

Grazing use Total AUMs 

Change in use 

AUMs % 

Current active preference 64,232 

Initial adjustment 35,170 -29,062 45 

Long-term adjustment 43,160 -2 1,072 -33 

Source : BLM Data 1984 

This alternative would have impacts to I ivestock grazing in both the short and long 

term. When nonuse is taken into account for 1980 through 1982, the reductions from aver- 

age actual use amount to 15,181 AU?& in the short term and 7,191 AUMs in the long term. 

This nonuse would be a portion of the initial downward adjustment proposed in this aiter- 

native. The short- and long-term impacts to each I ivestock operation would vary according 
to how grazing use in the al iotment flts into the yeariong ranch operation. Increases or 

decreases of not-e than 15 percent of current authorized use would be phased in over a 

f ive-year period. Even with the phase-in period considered, this alternative would force 

operators to either secure alternative pasture or forage and(or) to reduce herd size. 

Wilderness designation would not have any significant impacts to livestock grazing. 

WI id horse use could have adverse impacts as far as meeting AMP objectives (BLM needs to 
incorporate adequate rest schedules and faci iities). 

Summary 

The short- and long-term impacts to livestock management are partly mitigated by the 

nonuse that has typical iy occurred; however, there would be a significant monetary loss to 

I ivestock operators due to lowered I ivestock product ion in both the short and long .term. 
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Except for phasing in AUM reductions over a five-year period, little can be done to 

mitigate the adverse impacts this ,wouI d have on I ivestock operators. 

Wild Horses 

Both the Spring Creek and Naturita Ridge herd areas (which include 75 and 50 head, 

respectively) would be managed for wi Id horses. Due to forage canpetition, livestock 

grazing would be reduced or discontinued. Big game use of the areas would continue but 

would not be significant in the short or long term. 

The sex ratio and age class structure would be monitored to malntain a healthy viable 

breeding population. If populations were allowed to increase, based on monitoring of 

forage condition and trend, the utilization level would be limited to moderate (50% of 

current annual growth) and a healthy herd would be maintained. 

Population reductions by live trapping and distribution through the adoption program 

would cause minor, short-term disruptions of normal wild horse habits and behavior. In 

the short term, the horses culled for adoption would be the least desirable in conforma- 

tion, color, and other genetic traits, but in the long term, the result would be 

genetlcal ly higher quality breeding populatlons and adoptable horses. 

Wilderness designation could have potential long-term impacts to the Spring (2‘eek 

herd area by limiting the management techniques and facilities in the eastern portion of 

the area. Increased visitor use could have adverse impacts to wild horses, but in the 
long term could be mltigated through wilderness management plans. 

Watershed treatments projected in, the Spring Creek area would have positive short- 

and long-term impacts on the wild horses by increasing vegetation densities, productivity, 

and available forage. 

Summary 

In the short and long term, wild horse populations would be maintained at healthy, 

viable levels In both areas. Vegetation would be maintained or improved in the long term 

and would enhance wild horses. 

Wilderness deslgnation could affect wild horses both positively and negatively In the 

long term. 

Forestry 

Vegetation treatments of forested land by range and wildlife would result in little 

or no impacts to forestry. 

Areas with special recreation values wil I be withdrawn frcm timber and woodland pro- 

duction and include Silverton, the Dolores River, Lemon Dam and Val lecito Lake and Menefee 

and Weber mountains. Wood fiber production loss as a result of these withdrawals is 

approximately 300 thousand board feet (MBF) each year. When looking at the total timber 

and wood land product ion for the region, a yearly loss of 300 MBF is insignificant. 
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Although no harvesting is al lowed in the WSA, the available forest land wil I remain 

in the sustained yield base until the area has been designated as a wilderness. If all 

areas were designated WI I derness, this would result in a wood fiber production loss of 190 

cords per year (95 MBF). This impact would affect al I WSAs except the Dolores River 

Canyon and McKenna Peak WSAs. These losses are not significant. 

Road and pad construction as a result of mineral activities can have beneficial and 

adverse impacts. The loss of production and improved access are so mlnimal that the 

impacts are not sign if icant. 

Production loss as a result of protecting cultural resource sites is insignificant. 

Land df sposal act ions cou Id reduce the BLM canmercial timber base by 1 percent and 

result in an fnsignificant productlon loss of 112 MBF per year. The woodland base could 

be reduced by 10 percent with a production loss of 106 cords per year, not significant 

impacts. 

Placing commercial forest under intensive management should result in future yields 

that are double the existing unmanaged stand yields. Timber y I el d increases associ ated 

with the small BLM timber base is insignificant when compared with total timber production 

for this region. Placing the wood land species under management is sign if fcant because, 

for the first time, the woodland base is recognized as a legitimate resource and will be 

managed for a sustained yield of wood f fber. 

Summary 

Total forest production loss associated with existing and proposed management action 

could be 446 MBF per year (896 cords per year). When compared with the yearly demand of 

35 ml I I ion board feet (MMBF) expected and anticipated timber production by private, State, 

and other Federal agencies, this loss is fnsigniflcant. Placing the wood land base under 

management is significant In the long term because lack of management could eventually 

result in the elimination of the woodland resource. 

Retreat ion 

Certain livestock management practices could have some negative impacts to public 

experiences In the Dolores River SRMA. Most impacts could be mitigated through season-of- 

use adjustments and practices in those areas managed for their primitive and semiprlmftive 

nonmotorized opportunities. 

Wildlife management would have positive impacts to recreation activity and opportuni- 

ties by increased viewing, hunting, and fishing. In the long term, there would be an 

increase in these opportunities within wildlife management areas. The introduction of 

bighorn sheep and river otters and aquatic habitat improvements in the Dolores SRMA WI I I 

increase recreation setting and activity opportunities. 

Wilderness recommendations would have both long-term positive and negative impacts to 

recreation and would eliminate historic motorized use within al I wilderness areas. 
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These losses would not be sign if icant. Designation would provide increased opportunities 

for wilderness recreation in a variety of settings and ecotypes which are atypical of 

existing wi Iderness. Implementing permit systems could adversely affect numbers of 

visitors or visitor preferences. 

Continuing existing mineral development restrictions within the Dolores SRMA would 

have long-term, positive impacts to the recreation resources by maintaining the settings 

most desired by the public. 

Cultural resources management could have long-term, negative impacts to retreat ion 

resources in some areas by limiting historic motorized use in locations desired by the 

public. These restrictions wil I eliminate specific activity and opportunity settings and 

wi I I be di f f icult to manage and enforce. 

The disposal of the Indian Sprlngs si’te would have short- and long-term positive 

impacts to recreation. Unless the site is disposed of or extensive management efforts are 

initiated, overuse during hunting seasons wi I I destroy the site. There are possibilities 

of CDOW management coordinated with their Young property administration. 

Wild horse management would have a long-term positive impacts to recreation by 

increasing opportunities for horse viewing and interpretation. 

The continuation of forest management restrictions within the SP&lAs would have 

long-term positive impacts to recreation resources. 

Soi Is and water improvements could have positive impacts to recreation in the long 

term by positively affecting user experiences through water quality improvements. 

Summary 

Protecting and enhancl ng recreation resources by management and development restr ic- 

tions would have long-term, positive impacts to recreation and overal I would continue to 

provide the settings and opportunities most desired by the public. Wilderness designation 
would have both positive and negative, long-term impacts to recreation opportunities and 

settings. 

Cultural Resowces 

(Note: Impacts to sites affected by each alternative are not cumulative. In many 

cases, the same site may be affected by several actions. The estimated numbers are based 

upon site densities projected from Class I I and Class I I I survey data [see GlossaryI. The 

Class II survey data indicated a strong reliance on environnental variables, such as 

distance from water, soil type and depth, elevation, and slope.) 

General restrictive management for al I eight WSAs wi I I have long-term positive 

impacts to a large number of cultural sites (approx. 2,400 acres). These beneficial 

impacts will be due primarily to reductions in vandalism because of decreased access, 
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which could be somewhat offset by increases in foot and horse travel due to increased 

visitor use. Beneficial impacts will be especially significant in the Cahone, Cross, 

Squaw/Papoose and the Dolores River canyons and the Tabeguache Creek areas. Research 

restrictions and interpretation will be more difficult due to access restrictions 

associated with the WSAs. 

Avoidance measures wi I I be used on the 6,500 acres of vegetation treatments which 

wit l be maintained. A possibi I I ty exists for inadvertent permanent damage to 400 

archaeologic and historic sites. The extent of impacts wi I I depend upon the adequacy of 

cultural resource inventory and the nature of avoidance measures. The method of treatment 

wil I vary how signif icant the impacts are (anywhere frcm low to moderate). Close 

supervision will keep impact levels low. 

Inadvertent impacts may occur to approximately 13 sites from the new vegetation 

treatment proposed (200 acres); however, close supervision and adequate inventory data 

wil I keep impact levels low. 

Decreases in livestock grazing wit I have slight positive effects to an unknown number 

of sites from reductions in tranpiing. AMPS wi I I have positive effects to cultural sites 

from planned livestock avoidance of high site density areas. Some negative impacts may 

occur due to livestock concentrated in pastures. A strong inventory base and closely 

monitoring identified, sensitive sites wil 1, reduce these effects. 

Net beneficial impacts wil I result from the educational aspects and visibility of the 

Anasazi Heritage Center. Losses cou Id occur 1 f budgeting were low and funds were taken 
away from on-the-ground resource protection and use. 

Major long-term, positive impacts will result from CRMP development and increases in 

operating budgets for approximately 1,200 sites within the Mockingbird, Cannonbal I, 

Hamilton, and Cow mesas, Dolores Cave, Lowry, Painted Hand, and Domi nguez-Esca lante ruins, 

Sand, Bull, East Rock, and Squaw/Papoose canyons, Indian Henry’s Cabin, McLean Basin, 

Painted Hand Petroglyphs, and Tabeguache Pueblo areas. As a result of CRMPs and increases 

in funding for implementation, stabi I ization wil I prevent structural deterioration, patrol 

wil I prevent damage from vandal 1 sm. and inventory and mapping wil I provide for nore 

efficient and effective protection and use of these significant sites and areas. 

Managing 45,000 acres tn the Silverton S!+lA wil I likely have long-term advantages for 

more than 50 historic and archaeologic sites. Cooperative CRMPs should be developed to 

channel visitors and provide for site protection and visitor safety. &I significant 

impacts are expected from SRMA management for the Si lverton area. Road closures wil I have 

more sign if icant, positive effects on site protection. ORV planning in this area wi I I 

likely have long-term benefits pertaining to vandalism reduction on approximately 40 

nistoric and archaeologic sites. 

Managing for visitor use on the Dolores River SRMA will channel visitors away frcm 

fragile sites to some degree, which will likely have long-term positive impacts to 

approximately 40 archaeologic and historic sites. Visitors will be provided with an 

educational experience here, related to the unique cultural values found along the Dolores 

River corridor. Vandalism may be reduced by developing CPMPs for sites attracting 

recreation users. 
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Disposing of 18,000 acres of public lands wll I have no slgnlflcant Impacts to 

archaeologic, sacred, or hlstorlc sites. All impacts wil I be avolded or mitigated wlth 

Class I II (lntenslve) surveys and data recwery If needed. 

Managlng 78,000 acres to reduce erosion and sediment yield wll I have net posltlve 

Impacts to 25 archaeologic and historic sites over the long term. Eroslon control 

measures, which could be slgnlflcant If they are targeted to cultural resources protec- 

tion, may prevent loss of all or portlons of these sites. Additional Inventory will be 

needed to Identify program strategies and needs. There Is a low I lkellhood that 

Inadvertent damage to approximately 360 archaeologic and hlstorlc sites may occur If 

adequate Inventories are not done and monltorlng levels are low. 

Managlng 30,000 acres for sal lnlty control may have permanent Impacts to 117 

archaeologic and hlstorlc sites. These would result from Inadvertent actlvlty related to 

project lnstal latlon and wll I be greatly reduced by adequate Inventories and close 

supervlsion of construction. However, most of the projects wll I be In low slte density 

areas. 

WI th 3,690 acres per decade of canmerclal and noncanmerclal forest product sales, 

there Is a roderate I lkellhood that 40 sites wll I suffer some form of permanent damage. 

Thls wll I not be slgnlffcant If adequate Inventory data are accumulated to provide for 

their avoidance (and possibly mitlgatlon) and If close supervlslon of the tlmber sales IS 

undertaken. Inadvertent Impacts wll I II kely occur In some cases where Increases In access 

will brlng vandals to the sites. These Impacts are not expected to be high for the 

proposed acreages as they I le In low slte density areas. 

A high probabll II-y of permanent damage to approxlmately 2,700 sites wll I continue 

from public sales (esttmated at 1,000 cords/yr). Damage to cultural values from 

unsuperv I sed , on-demand woodcuttIng Is not quantlflable due to a lack of sufficient 
site-speclf Ic Inventory data. Slgnlflcant Impacts are likely occurrlng due to the 

concentration of the nonccmmerclal actlvltles In high site denslty areas (west of Cortez 

and Disappointment r ldges). Many of the areas are not inventorled due to low personnel 

levels and stlpulatlons which are not monitored for canpllance, which greatly Increases 

the level of Impacts. 

lmprovlng aquatlc areas wll I reduce eroslon which may have benef lclal effects on a 

low number of cultural values. Impacts from project lnstal IatIon wll I be avoided. Some 

Inadvertent damage to a low number of ‘sites may occur but will not be slgnlflcant if 

adequate lnventorles are done and constructlon Is careful ly monltored. 

Habitat improvements vla plowlng, burning, and seedlng (with some oak crushing) on 

5,700 acres may have permanent effects on approximately 98 archaeologic and hlstorlc 

s I tes. These habItat Improvements are proposed In low site denslly areas, however, and 

al I surface-disturbing treatrrents wll I be Inventorled and Impacts avolded or mitigated. 

Wlth large land treatments, however, some Inadvertent damage may occur. These Impacts 

could be slgntflcant unless close monitoring of the project and an adequate amount of 

fnventory are done. 

Contfnulng 011 and gas and CD2 p o erations wl I I have permanent effects on 14,000 

archaeologic and hlstorlc sites. Site-speclf Ic impacts wll I be avoided or mitigated 
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on a case-by-case basis. However, significant impacts to sites wi I I continue to occur 

(especially with no increased patrol ling and monitoring) from increases in access which 

brings about increases in vandalism, especial ly evident in high site density areas such as 

the Sacred Mountain area and parts of the Disappointment Valley and the Paradox areas. 

New operations will increase the current levels of impacts. Site-specific inventories as 

a result of the high levels of energy development have had a positive effect on the data 

base for avaIlable cultural information in the San Juan Resource Area and have aided 

significantly in managing and protecting 700 cultural sites. However, net impacts of this 

development are stil I negative. 

Managing 19,800 acres of DOE lease tracts may have permanent I ow levels of impacts to 

approximately 450 archaeologic and historic sites. Site-specif lc avoidance measures WI I I 

protect sites frcm direct impacts on a case-by-case basis. Inadvertent damage may occur 

due to low levels of monitoring and inventory personnel. 

Hard rock mining operations under 3809 regulations (currently 4,500 acres) may have 

permanent effects on approximately 175 archaeologic and historic sites. Due to low levels 

of monitoring, inadvertent damage to sites in the Disappointment Valley and Paradox areas 
is occurring. Direct impacts are being avoided in most cases, but some sites are damaged 

due to lack of inventory because of low personnel levels. Damage to sites in the 
Silverton area is unknown but is likely to be low. 

The 880 acres of sand and gravel operations which WI I I be managed under this 

alternative may have permanent impacts to approximately 20 archaeologic and historic 

sites. These sites may be inadvertently damaged due to gravel operations increasing their 
visibility. Vandalism may occur In high site density areas. Impacts wil I be lessened by 
increased supervision and monitoring of al I operations. 

Managing 32,000 addi t Ional acres of coal leases in the Hay Gulch/Cherry Creek area 

wil I have low levels of permanent impacts to approximately 100 historic and archaeologic 

sites. This development is predaninantly in a low site density area. Because of the 

underground mining techniques employed, the low site density, and avoidance and data 
recovery methods, sign 1 f icant impacts are not expected o Some damage may occur fran subsi- 
dence but this can be considered during inventory and evaluation stages and measures can 

be taken to reduce the chances of impacts. 

Summary 

The Resource Conservation AlternatIve contains the most beneficial Impacts to 

cultural resources, which is due to decreases in access due to wilderness and intensive 

recreation management. Developing CiWPs nil I enhance, over time, a large number of 

significant sites. Project developments wil I Include cultural resources protection in 

their planning and development stages, which wi I I provide more protect ion for important 

sltes. Mineral operations wil I have detrimental effects to cultural values from 

Inadvertent damage where this development occurs In high site density areas. Information 
gathered from project inventories will enable better management of all cultural resources. 
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VI sua I Resources 

Approximately 50 percent of the Important landscapes are not Identified In the 

Resource Conservation Alternative for special visual management, VRM Class I or I I. This 

could result In construction project design with visual contrast levels In excess of what 
would be required to maintatn the scenic qualfty (see Appendix 2 for detafls). 

Al I other areas of scenery with Important landscapes would receive VI34 Class I or I I 

management, which would tend to maintain visual resources over approximately 50 percent of 

the planning area. 

WI I derness 

NonmotorIzed recreation users would have Increased opportunities for solitude and 

pr ImItIve recreation. 

The relntroductlon of bighorn sheep and river otters In the Dolores River Canyon WSA 

would enhance w1 I derness values. Wfld horses would be protected In a natural environment 

In the McKenna Peak WSA. Wild horse vlewlng would be a supplemental value to users. 

Withdrawing the WSAs fran future mlnlng and mlneral ~Ieasfng would protect and 

preserve their wilderness values for future generatlons. All of the WSAs have mlneral 

values whfch have valid exIstIng rights associated with their pre-FLPMA mlnlng claims or 

leases. The wilderness values could be slgnlf Icantly affected by thetr development and 

subsequent surface disturbance as a result of these rights. Al I WSAs have these rights; 

however, the hfghest potential for development appears to be In Cahone, Cross, and 

Squaw/Papoose canyons. These valid exlstlng mineral rights would make future management 

dlfflcult. The development of the valid exlstlng rights could cause Irreversible and 

Irretrievable losses of the wilderness resources. 

DIsposIng of public land and ROWS would not be al lowed and would enhance the natural 

val ues found In the WSAs. 

WI I derness values In Tabeguache 0-eek and Cahone, Cross, and Squaw/Papoose canyons 

(WSAs) would be enhanced by closing cherrystanmed roads and ways to motorized use. 

Dlverslty wlthln the NWPS would be enhanced (see the EcologIcal Representation 

Subalternatlve for detal Is). The ecologfcal systems of Dolores River Canyon, McKenna 

Peak, Cross Canyon, and Weber Mountain WSAs are not presently wel I represented In the 

NWPS. 

All efght of the WSAs are manageable as far as the effects of topography, vegetation, 

and other land use wfl I IImIt future conflicts. The foremost manageabl I I ty question IS 

the conflict of the mfneral values present in the WSAs. 

Due to possible development of minerals and pre-FLPMA oil and gas leases (wIthIn 

KGS), managIng Cross, Cahone, and Squaw/Papoose canyons (WSAs) as w1 I derness cou Id be 

considered doubtful. Possfble development of minerals and pre-FLPMA oil and gas leases 

(not In the KGS) In Weber and Menefee mountains (WSAs) could cause future management 

problems but to a lesser degree than In Cross, Cahone and Squaw/Papoose canyons ( WSAs). 
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Dolores River Canyon WSA Is deemed manageable as wi lderness due prlmari I y to Its extreme 

topographic limitations. Tabeguache Creek and McKenna Peak WSAs would be manageable as 
wllderness since mining claims are minlmal and pre-FLPMA oil 8 gas leases are either 

nonexistent or minimal. 

Summary 

The protect ion of wl lderness values would general ly enhance natural values associated 

with the WSAs. Dlverslty in the NWPS would be expanded and supplemental values would be 
protected or enhanced. Pre-FLPMA mineral rights could be developed and cause irreversible 

and irretrievable losses of the wilderness resources. 

Lands 

Designatlng the eight WSAs as wilderness would result In decreased opportunities for 

ROWS and authorlzatlons on public land. Particularly in Squaw/Papoose, Cross, and Cahone 
canyons, a combination of slgnlflcant energy development (CO2 and oil and gas from the 

McElmo Dome) and topographic limltatlons (steep canyons) dictate a high demand for 
energy-re I ated ROWS. However, formally designating wilderness areas would preclude any 
roads, pipelines, or powerlines frcm being constructed with the exception of ROWS 

associated with pre-FLPMA mlneral rights. Instead, such facilities would need to be 

located outside of wilderness areas --this means rerouting around the wilderness areas, 
often avoiding the publlc lands entirely. Such rerouting Is a feasible alternative in 
most cases, but it does cost more for the applicant (typical ly, the energy development 

company), and such costs are passed on to the consumer. Economic Impacts cannot be 
quantlfled except on a case-by-case basis but are expected to be signlflcant. 

Consolidating public lands through disposing of small, isolated parcels of public 
land that are difficult and uneconomlcai to manage will improve the efflclency of land use 

authorizations by BLM. Under thls alternative, 1.8 percent of the public land would be 

disposed of andtorI consoi Idated. 

Fire 

Additional wlldflre limited suppresston areas will be ldentlfled and managed in a 

similar manner as the present Paradox Llmited Suppresslon Plan is belng managed. Limited 

suppression usually results In additional acres being burned and more usable Ilvestock 
forage and wildlife habitat. Flre protectlon and suppression costs should decrease wlthin 

I imited suppression areas. 

Increased fire suppression costs could occur where vegetation treatments change 

vegetation types fran brush to grass resulting In more flash fuels and a greater spread 
rate for flres. 

No significant impacts frcm wilderness designation would occur to the flre program 

due to low flre occurrence and sparse fuels. 

Disposing of isolated parcels of public land would reduce fire protection and 

suppresslon program costs. Isolated parcels requlre more efforts In fire Initial attacks 
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because doubts usual ly extst about ownershfp. But f Ires need to be suppressed to protect 

surrounding pr lvate lands. 

Increased fire protectlon and suppression cost can be assocfated with most forestry 

practices due to changes in fire spread rates and creation of slash. 

Econan lcs 

The Resource Conservation Alternatlve projects BLM Investments of $1.9 ml I I Ion over a 

ten-year period wlth emphasis on stab11 Izing range condltlon, fishery Improvement, and 

recreation access by an Increased number of tourists. This level of investment and 
emphasis would result In annual gains of app-oxfmately $9 mll Ilon In 1994 and $10 mll llon 

In 2000 In Increased total personal Incone wlthln the planning area. 

Under this alternative, the livestock grazing program Is expected to spend 

approxfmately $780,000 for range and wildllfe habitat Improvements and $650,000 for solIs 

and water Improvements. Resulting Improvements In wIldlIfe habltat should sustain current 

levels of huntlng revenue.. Aquatlc habltat Improvement expenditures of approxfmately 

$473,000 may be expected to raise flshlng revenue In the planning area. 

Management emphasis on recreation opportun Ities, wl lderness values, and access to 

archaeologic resources should Increase annual tourist expenditures by $7.5 mil IIon by 

1994. The value of 011 and gas productlon Is expected to remafn stable at approximately 

$6.7 mllllon annually due to decreased management emphasis. 

Table 3-3 compares the economfc effects of the Resource Conservation AlternatIve to 

the base1 I ne projedlons for 1994 and 2000. It II lustrates expected changes In popula- 

tfon, employment, per capita income, and total personal Income brought about by projected 

levels of hunting, grazing, fishing, tourism, and 011 and gas actlvlties. 

BLM management of public land Is shown In Table 3-3 to cause less than a one percent 

change In any economic Indicator when vIewIng the total planning area. No slgnlflcant 

Impacts are projected wIthIn any econcmlc sector of the lndlvidual counties within the 

planning area. However, a 4000 to 500~person Increase In population Is projected to occur 

In Montezuma and La Plats counties due to Increased levels of tourism by 1994. Social 

consequences are expected to be Inconsequential given the mfnlmal extent of economic 
changes. 

Summary 

The Resource Conservatlon Alternatlve projects BLM Investments of $1.9 ml I I Ion with 

management emphasis on stabf I lzing range condition, wt Id I I fe habf tat and f I shery 

Improvements, and recreation access by an Increased number of tourlsts. A 400- to 

500-person Increase In population Is projected In Montezuma and La Plata counties due to 

Increased levels of tourism. No slgnfficant Impacts are projected wlthfn any economic 

sector wlthln the planning area. 
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Table 3-3. Econanic Impacts of the Resource Conservation Alternatlve. 

Income 
sources Population Emp I oyment 

Per capita 
Income ( 1983 

dollars) 

Total persona I 
Income - (thousands 

of 1983 dollars) 

1994 2000 1994 2000 1994 2000 1994 2000 

Hunt! ng 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Grazing 4 4 I 1 0 0 9 10 

Fish1 ng 4 3 104 107 -5 -5 1,715 1,883 

Tour I sm 857 756 394 407 -11 -12 7,672 8,317 

011 8 Gas 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Subtota I 865 763 499 515 -16 -17 9,396 10,210 

Base1 Ine 107,913 121,768 53,178 59,657 10,339 10,245 1,115.744 1,247,538 

Total 108,778 122,531 53,677 60,172 10,323 10,228 1,125,140 1.257.748 

Percent 
Change 

0.8 0.6 0.9 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.8 

Note: See Appendlx 8 for methodology. 

Source: BLM Data 1984. 

No Grazing Subalternative 

lntroductlon 

This subalternative Is necessary to provide essential basellne lnformatlon to compare 
against the envlronmental Impacts of all alternatlves which Involve grazing and Is needed 

to permit full and falr conslderatlon of nonllvestock management options. Short-term 

Impacts are assessed at 20 years; long-term Impacts are assessed at 100 years. 

Vegetation 

Under this alternatlve, vegetatfon could undergo changes In species composltlon that 

would Improve vegetation condition towards climax communltles. Some poor vegetatlon 
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condltlon sites could Improve to fafr whfle some fair condftlon sites could Improve to 

good vegetation condlt Ion. Because of IImItatIons In SOIIS, precIpItatIon, and present 

specfes canposItIon, some plant canmunltles would probably not Improve through natural 

processes. Increased ground cover and litter aCcumuIatIon could be projected In the long 

term. No slgnlffcant Impacts to T&E plants are anticipated. 

So1 I s and Water 

LIvestock Impacts such as canpact Ion, reduced I Itter and organfc matter, and 

deter Iorat Ion of root structure would decrease. However, areas of accelerated deterlora- 

tIon, such as degraded meadows which are presently gullled and are headcuttIng, would 

probably not recover through natural processes. 

No slgnlflcant Impacts to water quantity would occur as a result of this alternatIve. 

An overal I Improvement In water qual Ity could be projected due to removfng Ilvestock and 

subsequent revegetat Ion of r Iparlan areas. 

Wild Horses 

Wild horses would benefit in the short and long term due to an Increased quality and 

quant1l-y of vegetation avaIlable for use. 

WI I dli fe (Terrestrial and Aquatic) 

Under this alternatIve, al I e#lstIng and potential conf I Icts could be el Imlnated. As 

vegetat Ion condl t ion Improved toward c I Imax, wIldlIfe specfes which favor lower succes- 

slonal stage plant conmunIties could decline, while species favoring higher successlonal 

stages could Increase over the long term. 

Big game habitat condltlons would be lnltlally enhanced and could lead to Increased 

population levels. ElImInating Ilvestock grazing could remove a major means of maintarn- 

Ing subcl Imax successlonal stages. Consequently, In the long term, as vegetatron composl- 

tIon changed, big game populations could slowly decline. AquatIc species would be 

enhanced due to decreased stream bank erosfon and Increased bank cover. This alternative 

would have no slgnlficant Impacts to T&E wIldlife species. 

LIvestock Grazing 

LIvestock use (64,232 AUMs) would be lost In both the short and long term. While 

ellmfnatfng livestock grazing In the planning area would have adverse Impacts to the Ilve- 

stock operators, the Impacts to the regfonal econany and population levels would be less 

severe. BLM grazfng prlvlleges contrlbute less than 5 percent of the total reglonal 

demand and constitute InsIgnIfIcant Impacts to the regIonal econanlc and populatton 

levels. 

Wood land Products 

Twenty-four thousand acres of woodland formerly maIntaIned In treatments for 
lIvestock would be avallable for Intensive woodland management. 
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Retreat Ion 

Huntfng opportunItIes for bfg game would Increase InItIal ly and gradual ly decline. 

Hunting opportunItIes for nongame species and birds could Increase In the long term. 

Regeneratfon of natural vegetatton would enhance natural scenic qual Ity. 

Cultural Resources 

Thls alternatIve could benefit cultural resources because al I site trapllng by 

I Ivestock would be el Imlnated. 

WI I derness 

Wilderness values (I.e., solitude, naturalness, etc.) could be preserved with overal I 

positfve Impacts due to removing most of man’s Influences assocfated with lIvestock 

grazing. 

Ecological Representatfon SubalternatIve 

I ntroductlon 

The EcologIcal Representation SubalternatIve was developed pr Imarfly to study and 

analyze the need and potentfal of the WSAs ‘to contrfblite to expanding the dfverslty of the 

NWPS. In this alternatIve, Cross Canyon, dolores River Canyon, McKenna Peak, and Weber 

Mountat n WSAs would be recommended sultable for w1 I derness destgnat Ion, using the 
Wilderness ManageabIlIty AlternatIve boundarles as descrfbed In the Wilderness TechnIcal 

Supplement. Cahone Canyon, Menefee Mountain, Squaw/Papoose Canyon, and Tabeguache Creek 

WSAs would be recanmended nonsuf table for WI I derness deslgnatfon; the proposed management 

of these areas Is described under the Preferred AlternatIve In the Wilderness TechnIcal 
Supplement. 

The foIlowIng resources have no slgnlficant Impacts or are previously dIscussed In 

the Resource Conservation AlternatIve--lIvestock grazing, forestry, visual resources, 

f Ire, and econanlcs. 

Energy and Minerals 

DesIgnatIng the four WSAs as WI lderness would have the fol IowIng Impacts to mlneral 
resources (see Table 3-l for potential resources wIthIn the WSAs). 

WIthdrawIng potential coal resources wIthIn Weber Mountain WSA would result In a loss 

of approximately 33 mll IIon tons, which represents approxfmately 6 percent of the total 

estimated reserves In the Durango KRCRA (from Mesa Verde NatIonal Park to Hesperus). 

Impacts would be for the long term. 

WIthdrawIng 011 and gas IeasIng In the four WSAs would result In a possible loss of 

2.4 mIllIon barrels of 011, 5.6 bll I Ion cubic feet of gas, and some potent1 al unknown 
losses of COP. No reserves have been Inclubed for McKenna Peak WSA because It was 

determIned that low potent1 al ex1 sts for these resources (01 I and gas and 02). Impacts 
would be for the long term. 
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Wlthdrawfng fran future mineral entry by wilderness designation would greatly affect 

mineral development in the Cross Canyon and Dolores River Canyon WSAs, as Cross Canyon WSA 
has a high favorabfl lty for occurrence of uranium and vanadium mineral fzatfon and Dolores 

River Canyon WSA has a high favorability for occurrence of base and precious metals, as 

wel I as uranium and vanadium in the Chfnle Formation. The greatest long-term impacts 

would be from designating the Cross Canyon WSA as wilderness. Exploratlon drfl lfng by 

Western Nuclear, Inc., has indicated that a uranium ore body possibly extends into this , 

W-W. 

Designating these four WSAs as wilderness could preclude developing the leasable and 

locatable minerals, with the exception of pre-FLPMA leases or pre-FLPMA claims with a 

val Id df scovery. 

Nondesfgnatfng the four WSAs as wilderness (see the Preferred Alternative discussion) 

wlf I have the fol lowing impacts to the mineral resources. 

No leasing of coal resources within Menefee Mountain WSA would result in a loss of 

approximately 62 mfl lion tons, which represents approxfmately 6.5 percent of the total 

estimated reserves In the’ Durango KRCRA. Impacts would be for the long term. 

No leasing or no-surface occupancy leasing for oil and gas in the four WSAs would 

result in a possible loss of 3.3 mfl I ion barrels of oil, 2.7 bfl I ion cubic feet of gas, 

and 4.2 bfl lion cubic feet of CO2. Scnne of this loss could be mitigated by directional 

dr f I I fng outside of Cahone Canyon and Squaw/Papoose Canyon WSAs. No reserves have been 

included for Tabeguache Creek WSA because It was determined that low potential exists for 

these resources (of I and gas and CO2). Impacts would be for the long term. 

All four WSAs would remain open to mineral entry, which would beneficial ly affect the 

Squaw/Papoose Canyon WSA because of its high favorabf I fiy for *occurrence of uranium and 
vanadium mineral fzation. Pre-FLPMA leases could stll I be developed for three of the WSAs. 

Tabeguache Creek WSA has no pre-FLPMA leases and 560 acres would be withdrawn frcm mineral 

entry and designated as an Outstanding Natural Area. 

Summary 

For ti-ose four WSAs reccmmended suftable for wilderness designation, adverse impacts 

to minerals are the- future withdrawals fra mineral entry and mineral leasing of oil and 

gas and CO2 and coal, wf th the exception of pre-FLPMA leases and pre-FLPMA mfn fng cla fms 

with a val id discovery. Al I impacts would be for the long term. 

For those four WSAs recommended nonsuitable for wilderness designation, significant, 

adverse impacts (al I for the long term) to minerals are: no mineral leasing of oil and 

gas, CO2 and coal, wfth the exception of pre-FLPMA leases. These areas will remain open 
to mlneral entry, a benef fcfal impact. 
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Vegetation 

Wilderness deslgnatlon of the four WSAs would have long-term, posltfve Impacts to 

vegetat Ion, as It would afford some protectlon from Impacts associated with mineral 
development. Some negative Impacts to vegetation could occur within the four WSAs 

recommended as nonsultable for wilderness designation, since these areas would remain open 
to mineral entry and possible mlneral development. 

So1 I s and Water 

Wilderness designation of the four WSAs would have long-term, posltlve Impacts to 

solIs and water; this would afford some protectIon from Impacts associated with mfneral 

development. Some negative Impacts to solls and water could occur wlthln the four WSAs 
recommended as nonsul tab le for WI I derness des Ignat Ion, since these areas would rematn open 
to mineral entry and possible mlneral development. 

Terrestrial Wildlife 

WI I derness desfgnat Ion of the four WSAs would have long-term posltlve Impacts to 
undeveloped wIldlIfe habltat. NonwIlderness deslgnatlon of four WSAs could result In road 

development and habItat loss assocfated with locatable mlnlng activltles. 

Aquatfc WIldlIfe 

Wilderness designation of Cross Canyon WSA could adversely affect constructing 

aquatlc and rlparlan habftat Improvements as no mechanized or mechanlcal equipment would 
be al lowed. NonImpaIrIng types of habltat Improvements could stll I occur; thus, these 
Impacts would be mInImal. Otherwise, no sfgnif Icant Impacts would occur. 

WI I d Horses 

Wilderness deslgnatlon of McKenna Peak WSA could have potential, long-term Impacts to 

the Spring Creek herd by IImItIng the management techniques and facilities In the eastern 

portlon of the wild horse area. There are no wild horses In the other seven WSAs; thus, 

there would be no Impacts. 

Retreat Ion 

Wilderness deslgnatlon of the four WSAs would have both posltlve and negative Impacts 

to recreation. Deslgnatlon would provide sfgnlflcantly Increased opportunftfes for 
wilderness types of recreation In a vartely of settings and ecotypes which are atyplcal of 

exlstlng wilderness. Some motorized recreation use would be foregone, but thfs would not 
be sign If Icant. 

NonwIlderness deslgnatfon of four WSAs could adversely affect the prlmltlve 

recreation experience as a result of road development and landscape alteratlon associated 

with locatable mlnlng activltles. Some motorized recreation use would be foregone, but 

this would not be signiffcant. 
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Lands 

Impacts to lands associated wlth wilderness designation for four WSAs would be 

essential ly the same as those described under the Resource Conservation AlternatIve, but 

to a lesser degree. There would be no significant impacts to the WSAs reccmmended 

nonsuitable for wilderness designation. 

Cultural Resources 

Wilderness designation of four WSAs would have long-term, positive impacts to 

cultural resources due primarily to reductions in vandalism because of decreased vehicle 

access. Benef lcial impacts wil I be especial ly signif icant in Cross Canyon and Dolores 
River Canyon WSAs. 

Nonwi lderness designation of four WSAs, because they would ba closed to ORV use, 
would have positive impacts to cultural resources. Beneficial impacts wil I be especial ly 

significant for Cahone Canyon, Squaw/Papoose Canyon, and Tabeguache Creek WSAs. However, 

nondesignation of these WSAs could al low increased development activities through 

locatable minerals; thus, increased vehicle access could adversely affect cultural sites 

due to increased vandalism. 

WI I derness 

Wilderness designation of the four WSAs (Cross Canyon, Dolores River Canyon, McKenna 

Peak, and Weber Mountain) would in the short term, and especial ly the long term, protect 

and preserve the wilderness values of these areas. In addition, they would add greatly to 

the diversity of the NWPS. Their contribution as WI lderness resources are of local, 

regional, and national significance. 

Cross Canyon WSA is associated wlth deep canyon topography In the pinyon-jun i per 
woodland and Great Basin sagebrush of the Colorado Plateau Province. Currently, there are 
no designated wilderness areas which include a representation of the Great Basin 

sagebrush. There are presently only two designated wilderness areas In the NWPS (and both 

in Colorado) containing the pinyon-juniper vegetation type: Black Canyon of the Gunnison 

and Mesa Verde WI I derness Areas, total ing less than 20,000 acres. Mesa Verdels WI lderness 

area is not open to public use and the Black Canyon of the Gunnison has I imited access due 
to nearly vertical canyon wal Is; accessible primarily to climbers and parachutists. 

Therefore, Cross Canyon WSA would be an extremely important addition to the NWPS by 

fil ling a current ecological void. AddItional ly, its supplemental values (Anasazi ruins 

and artifacts and aquatlc and terrestrtal wlldllfe habitat) would make this area, In 

canbination with its ecological canmunity, a culturally significant and unique additlon to 

the wi I derness system. There is no potential wilderness area withln the Colorado Plateau 
Province which includes the same ccmbination of ecolcgical and supplemental values, with 

the except Ion of Squaw/Papoose Canyon and Cahone Canyon WSAs. 

Dolores River Canyon WSA is associated wlth steep-wal led, deep canyon topography in 
the plnyon-jun iper wood land and Great Basln sagebrush of the Colorado Plateau Province. 

Ecologically, as described above for Cross Canyon, this area would fill a present void in 

the NWPS. The supplemental values of the Dolores River Canyon WSA (cultural and historfc 

features, geologic features, wildlife habitat, and sensitive plant species), in combina- 

tion with its ecological canmunity, would present an impressive and unique addition to 
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the wi I derness system. There is no potential wilderness area currently under study that 

includes the same combination of ecological and supplemental values. 

McKenna Peak WSA is an extremely rugged bad lands-type topography in a transitional 

zone between the Colorado Plateau and Rocky Mountain Forest provinces. It includes three 

primary vegetation types--saItbush-greasewood, mountaln mahogany-oak scrub, and pinyon- 

juniper wood land. Presently, there is only one designated wilderness area that contains a 

representation of the saltbush-greasewood vegetation type--Great Sand Dunes National 

Monument in Colorado, which contains approximately 18,000 acres within Its wilderness 

area. Within the NWPS, only one area contains a representation of the mountain 

mahogany-oak scrub vegetation type; Lone Peak Wilderness in Utah, which contains 

approximately 30,000 acres. Ecologically, McKenna Peak WSA would add greatly to the 

geographic distribution of vegetation types not presently wel I represented in the NWPS. 

The supplemental values of McKenna Peak WSA (containing a wild horse herd, fossils, 

geologic features, and winter wildlife habitat), in canbination with its ecological 

canmun I ty, would present a different and unique addition to the wilderness system. There 

Is no potential wilderness area currently under study that includes the same canbination 

of ecological and supplemental values. 

Weber Mountain WSA is associated with mountain topography in a transition zone 

between the Colorado Plateau and Rocky Mountain Forest provinces and includes two primary 

vegetation types--pi nyon-j un I per wood land and mountain mahogany-oak scrub. As descr i bed 

above for McKenna Peak WSA, mountain mahogany-oak scrub is not wel I represented either in 

acreage or geographical ly within the NWPS. The supplemental values of Weber Mountain WSA 

(cultural features, winter wildlife habitat, and nearness to Mesa Verde National Park), in 

combination with its ecological canmunity, would present a unique natural environment to 

the NWPS. There is no potential wilderness area currently under study that includes the 

same combination of ecological and supplemental values, with the exception of Msnefee 

Mountain WSA. 

The impacts of improving the diversity of the NWPS by designating these four areas as 

wi I derness would be beneficial. 

Wilderness designation would benefit nonmotorized recreation users by increasing 

opportunities for solitude and primitive recreation and offering a different season-of-use 

than the high mountain wilderness areas of,the San Juan Mounta?ns In southwestern 

Colorado. 

With the exception of pre-FLPMA valid existing mineral rights, prohibiting future 

mining and mineral leasing would protect and preserve the wilderness values for future 

generations. 

Disposing of public land and impairing ROWS would not be allowed and would thus 

protect the values of the wilderness resource. 

Al I four of the WSAs are manageable as wilderness as far as topography and vegetation 

resources. If the pre-FLPMA leases in Cross Canyon WSA are developed, managlng the area 

as wilderness would be doubtful. Possibly developing pre-FLPMA leases in Weber Mountain 

WSA could cause future management problems but to a lesser degree than in Cross Canyon 

%A. The Dolores River Canyon WSA is deemed manageable as wilderness due primarily to its 

extreme topographic I imitation. McKenna Peak WSA would be manageable as wilderness since 

mining claims and pre-FLPMA oil and gas leases are minimal. 
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Nonwilderness designation of the four WSAS (Cahone Canyon, Menefee Mountain, 
Squaw/Papoose Canyon, and Tabeguache Creek) would result In the loss of wilderness values 
for the long term. 

The ablllty of these areas to add to the present diversity of the NWPS would be 

foregone; however, it is felt that by recanmendlng Cross Canyon, Dolores River Canyon, 

McKenna Peak, and Weber Mountain WSAs suitable as wilderness, p I us recommend i ng Tabeguache 
Creek WSA as an Outstandlng Natural Area (560 acres would be withdrawn from mlneral 

entry), those Impacts to ecological diversity and supplemental values would be reduced. 

However, there would still be a long-term loss of ecological systems and supplemental 
values of these specific areas. 

Harvesting forestry products would not be encouraged on the nonsui table WSAs; 
however, I imited Impacts to wilderness values could occur due to removing wood products. 

Mineral development could occur in these four areas as they would remain open to 

mineral entry (with the exception of 560 acres of Tabeguache Creek Canyon WSA). If 

development occurred, there would be adverse impacts to the wilderness resources, which 

would be long-term, irreversible and irretrievable impacts to the wilderness resources. 

The WSAs reccmmended nonsultable would receive VRM Class I I management protection 

durlng ROW constructlon, which does not preclude developing ROWS which could adversely 
affect wi I derness val ues. 

Summary 

For those WSAs recommended suitable for wilderness deslgnatlon (Cross Canyon, Dolores 

River Canyon, McKenna Peak, and Weber Mountain), there would be.both short- and long-term 
beneficial impacts to the wilderness resource by preserving the natural values, 

outstanding opportunities for solitude and prlmltive recreation, and expanding the 
diversity In the NWPS. 

For those WSAs recommended nonsuitable for wilderness designation (Cahone Canyon, 
Menefee Mountain, Squaw/Papoose Canyon, and Tabeguache Creek), there would be long-term, 

irreversible and irretrievable Impacts to the wilderness values due primarily to possible 

ml neral devel opment and (or) ROW construct ion. This would be considered a permanent loss 
of a significant natural resource. 
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Resource UtIliratlon Alternative 

lntroductlon 

This alternatlve emphasizes mlneral exploration and development, I lvestock grazing 

use and land disposal, although multlple uses would continue. Resource va I ues 
contrlbutlng to local and raglonal econony would be favored. 

Energy and Mlnerals 

The Impacts to wlldllfe, travel restrlctlons, and cultural Impacts under this 

alternatlve are slmllar to the Resource Conservation Alternatlve. 

No-surface occupancy stlpulatlons Imposed on the Dolores Rlver Canyon and Tabeguache 

Creek WSAs would result In 32,280 acres unavallable for oil and gas exploration, develop- 

ment, and productlon (2.5% of plannlrg are&). Tabeguache Creek WSA has low potential for 

oil and gas productlon. 

The Dolores River Canyon WSA Is estimated as havlng potential gas reserves of 4.2 

bll lion cubic feet. Not al Iowlng exploration, development, and productlon would result In 

a potential loss of thl s resource and Impacts would be for the long term. 

Dlsposlng of public lands (and reservlng the minerals to the Federal government) wll I 

result In 33,000 addltlonal acres of split estate management, addlng approximately 11 

percent mre spl It estate lands than currently exist. Impacts would be for the long term. 

Federal coal avallable for exploratlon and development would exist on 1,880 acres In 

the East Cortez KRCRA, 1,480 acres In the Nucla KRCRA, and 54,000 acres In the Durango 

KRCRA. Addltlonal sand and gravel resources would be avallable on Ewlng Mesa to help meet 
the demand In the Durango area. 

Summary 

The slgnlflcant Impact of this alternatlve Is the no-surface occupancy deslgnatlon of 

the Dolores Rlver Canyon WSA, which could result In a potential loss of 4.2 bll llon cubic 
feet of gas reserves. 

Vegetat Ion 

The only slgnlflcant short-term Impacts to vegetatlon that would occur are projected 

Increases In the vlgor of preferred forage plants, where I lvestock redudlons would result 

In lowered levels of utlllzatlon. 

Impacts to vegetatlon would be slmllar to those llsted under the Resource 

Conservation Alternatlve, except wlth more lntenslve management a substantial number of 

sites would be converted fran poor to falr condltlon and fran falr to good condltlon 
(Fig. 3-2 projects expected changes In vegetation condltlon In the long term). 
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Proposed range Improvements and treatments would be necessary to Implement management 

actlons and would have posit Ive Impacts to vegetat Ion. Many of these projected Improve- 

ments would lead to Improved Ilvestock dlstrlbutlon and the productlon of better quality 

and quantlty of forage. Addltlonal forage may be produced as a result of tlmber and 

wood land harvest I ng . Proposed watershed Improvement and wlldllfe treatments would have 

long-term posltlve Impacts to vegetatlon. Increased vegetatton densltles, productlvlty, 

and avallable forage wll I result fran the proposed treatments. 

In the long term, removing horses fran the two herd areas would beneflclally affect 

vegetation densltles, reproduction, and productlvlty, causing an Increase In forage 

avallable for livestock and blg game use In both the short and long term. 

Summary 

In the long term, the overa I I types and product Iv II-y of forage species produced on 

public lands would Improve under thls alternatlve. Pr operly placlng and deslgnlng 

improvement projects could lessen some of the possibly adverse Impacts to vegetat Ion. 

Sol1 s and Water 

Host Impacts to solls and water are slml lar to those I I sted under the Resource 

Conservation Alternatlve. Opportunltles for solls and water management In the WSAs would 

exl st. Development potentlal resultlng from nonwllderness deslgnatlon for WSAs could 

result In accelerated eroslon and Impacts to water quality such as higher sediment yields. 

Resource 

300 0 Utilization 
g n Alternative 

200 z El Current Situation 

VEGETATION CONDITION 

Figure 3-2. Long-term changes in vegetation condition under the 
Resource Utilization Alternative. 
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Summary 

lmplementlng the Resource Utlllzatlon Alternative would result In decreases In 

eroslon, sediment, and sallnlty yields and would provide protectton for domestlc and 

mun ICI pal water sources. 

Terrestrial Wlldllfe 

Most Impacts to terrestrial wlldll fe are slml lar to those listed under the Resource 

Conservation Alternatlve. lmplementlng AMPS and the wlldllfe program and removing wild 

horses would Improve range and habltat condltlon on 850,000 acres. Blg game populations 

woul d I ncrease by 4,000 deer, 1,400 elk, 325 pronghorn antelope, and 500 bighorn sheep due 

to Improvements In forage productlon. 

As much as 27,450 acres would be treated under wild II fe program f undlng; 5,600 acres 

of this would be new chalnlngs that could cause slgnlflcant Impacts to norgame species. 

Approximately 2 miles of rlparlan habitat would be Improved wlth lnstream structures. 

Water development would Improve 9,600 acres of habltat. 

Land disposal would ellmlnate 3 percent of exlstirg wlldllfe habltat and 12.75 miles 

of rlparlan habltat. Rlparlan habltat losses would be slgnlflcant because of Ilmlted 

avallablllty of the habltat type and high potential for Improvements on some tracts. 

Crucial blg game wlnter range losses (on 1,560 acres) would be locally slgnlflcant and 
cumulative with coal development near Cortez and private land development. Land d I sposal 
would reduce optlons for coal development mltlgatlon and would I lkely increase mltlgatlon 

costs. Approximately 1,080 acres wlthln blg game migration routes between Durango and 

Bayfleld would be lost, addlng to slgnlflcant Impacts to private land development and 

proposed sand and*graveI mlnlng. 

Coal leaslng In the East Cortez KRCRA In conjunctlon wlth pr lvate land development 

and public land disposal could cause locally slgnlflcant reductions of deer and elk. 

Sand and gravel sales on Ewlng Mesa could have local ly slgnlf lcant Impacts to deer 

and elk winter habltat and mlgratlon routes. The development of pr lvate land and coal p 

sand, and gravel mlnlng all compound these Impacts. 

Total deer and elk populatlon losses due to the mlnerals and lands program are 

est lmated at 900 deer and 300 elk and would occur between Cortez, Dolores, Manccs, and 

east of Durango. 

bndeslgnatlon of WSAs as wilderness would result In some long-term degradatlon of 

wlldllfe habltat due to access In presently undlsturbed areas. The potential would exist 

for conflicts between mlnlng, ORVs and blghorn sheep. 

Summary 

Terrestrial wlldllfe habltat.condltlons should Improve over the majority of the area 

due to more Intensive management of WI ldll fe habl tat, I Ivestock, and watershed areas. 
Habltat Improvement should Increase blg game herds. Rlver otters, bald eagles, and 

perqrlne falcons should benefit fran provided protection. Coal mln Ing near Cortez and 

land disposal could cause losses of locally Important blg game and rlparlan habltat. 

3-32 



Aquatlc and Rlparlan Wlldllfe 

Impacts due to range management actlvltles WI I I be slmllar to those described under 

the Resource Conservation Alternatlve. However, benef lclal Impacts wll I be real lzed to a 

greater degree due to the Increased number of AMPS to be Implemented In thls alternatlve. 

Some contl nued deter lorat Ion of habltat qua I I l-y Is expected to occur unt I I AMPS are 

effectively Implemented. 

Wlldllfe management actlvltles are expected to have slgnlflcant, posltlve Impacts to 

at least 400 miles of aquatlc and rlparlan habltat and will generally Improve the quallty 

of the flshery resource wlthln the area. Addltlonal lnventorles need to be conducted on 

un I nventor I ed streams. 

Impacts resulting from recreation and forestry management and solls and water 

actlvltles WI I I be slmllar In nature to those noted under the Resource Conservation 

Alternatlve. 

Depending on mlne plans and locatlons, the potent1 al exlsts for Increased Impacts to 

aquatlc and rlparlan habltat In mlneral development areas. Although Impacts are 

unquantlflable at this time, they may be assessed after revlewlng operatlonal plans for 

mlnlng or activity plans for the resource on case-by-case bases. Many of these 

slgnlflcant Impacts are expected to be mltlgated under cu-rent regulations. 

Impacts In speclflc areas due to wlld horse utlllzatlon may be assessed only after 
actlvlty plans are developed and monltorlng studies have been Implemented. However, with 

recunmanded herd removal under thls alternatlve, no slgnlflcant Impacts are antlclpated to 

the aquatlc and rlparlan resources. 

Summary 

Llvestock grazlng, WI Idllfe, recreation, and soils and water management actlvltles 

should al I have slgnlf Icant, long-term beneflclal Impacts to 400 miles of aquatlc and 

rlparlan habitat, once actlvlty plans are Implemented. 

Llvestock Grazl ng 

Under thls alternatlve, an lnltlal reduction of 19,819 AUMs Is proposed In Ilvestock 

graz I ng ; changes would result In a decrease of 31 percent of the current active 

preference. These lnltlal adjustments are needed to help achieve the management actlons 

developed for each al lotment In the II 1” Category (see Appendlx 9-D). Append lx 9-E 

dlsplays the recommended changes In AUMs for all al Iotmants. 

The short-term Impacts to I lvestock grazlng are mltlgated partlally because durlng 

the 1980 through 1982 grazlng seasons, nonuse has amounted to 13,881 AUMs and would be a 

portlon of the lnltlal downward adjustment proposed In this alternatlve. The Impacts 

would therefore be somewhat mltlgated since the net t-eductlon ft-cm recent actual use would 

be approximately 5,938 AUMs. 
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In the long term, 90,109 AU& would be made avallable for Ilvestock use (or Increase 

of 29 percent of current act Ive preference). Th Is projected Increase of I lvestock forage 

Is dependent on Implementing grazing systems, I nstal I I ng range Improvements, and 

establlshlng land treatments to Increase forage productlvlty. Improve dlstrlbutlon 
patterns, and convert potential ly sultable sites to sultable (see Table 3-4 for lnltlal 

and long-term changes proposed In current active preference). 

Table 3-4. Changes In Grazlng Use: 

Resource Utll Izatlon AlternatIve. 

@azIng Use Total Net change 

AUMs AUMs Percent 

Current act Ive preference 64,232 mm 

lnltlal adjustment 44,413 19,819 -3 1 

Long-term adjustment 90,109 25,877 +29 

Source : BLM Data 1984 

The Impacts to each Ilvestock operator would vary according to how grazlng use In the 
allotment flts Into the yearlong ranch operation. Increases or decreases of more than 15 

percent of current authorized use would normally be phased In over a five-year period, 

thus allowlng the operator to secure alternatlve pasture or forage and(or) to reduce herd 
size. 

Summary 

Short-term Impacts to Ilvestock grazlng are partly mltlgated by the nonuse that has 

typlcal ly occurred; however, there would be a loss to I lvestock operators because of 
lowered I lvestock product Ion. 

In the long term, llvestock operatlons should realize galns through slgnlflcant 

Increases In Ilvestock productlon. Through proper mltlgatlon, most potentially adverse 

Impacts to Ilvestock grazlng could be avolded. 

WI Id Horses 

Under this alternatlve, wild horses would be removed fran both the Spring Creek and 

Naturlta Ridge herd areas. In the short and long term, WI Id horses would be removed from 

the natural ecolcglcal system and would not be avallable for public vlewlng. 

In the long term, removlng horses would beneflclal ly affect vegetation densltles, 
reproduction, and productlvlty. There would be an Increase In forage aval lable for 

I lvestock and blg game use In both the short and long term. 
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Summary 

Wild horses would be removed and would not be avallable for public vlewlng In the 

short and long term. 

Forestry 

Range maintenance of exlstlng chalnlng reduces the potential woodland productlon by 

eradlcatlng young plnyon-juniper stands. Since this acreage Is not part of the woodland 

base, these actlons would have no Impacts to the sustalned yield harvest level. Chalnlng 

of mature plnyon-juniper will reduce the sustalned yield base. Range wll I chain 5,700 

acres of plnyon-juniper In the plannlrg decade, wh Ich WI I I reduce the wood land base by 13 
percent and result In a productlon loss of 172 cords per year over the long term. 

Burning exlstlng chalnlng for wlldllfe habltat Improvement will reduce the potentlal 

wood land product Ion. Since thls acreage Is not part of the woodland base, these actlons 

would have no Impacts to the sustalned yield harvest level. Burnlng and crushing 

stagnated oak stands can eventual ly result In species and growth more favorable to 
forestry. These Impacts are not slgnlf Icant. Chalnlng and burnlng of mature 

plnyon-juniper wll I reduce the sustalned yield base. 

The wlldllfe program proposes to chain or burn 6,850 acres of plnyon-junlper In the 

plannl ng decade, which wll I reduce the wodland base by 16 percent and result In a 

productlon loss of 207 cords per year over the long term. Assumlng these treatments 
continue, the woodland base could be reduced over the long term. 

Areas wlth special recreation values, lncludlng Sllverton and the Dolores River, are 
wlthdrawn frcm timber and wood land productlon. Wood fiber productlon loss as a result of 

these withdrawals Is approximately 112 MBF each year, When looklng at the total timber 

and woodland productlon for the rqlon, a yearly loss of 112 MBF Is Inslgnlflcant. 

Land disposal actlons could reduce the cunmerclal timber base by 3 percent and result 

In a productlon loss of 248 MBF per year. The wood land base could be reduced by 11 

percent with a productlon loss of 136 cords per year. These are not slgnlf lcant Impacts. 

Placlng canmerclal forest under lntenslve manqement should result In future yields 

that are double the exlst I ng unmanaged stand ylel ds. Tlmber yield Increases associated 

wlth the small BLM timber base Is lnslgnlflcant when canpared wlth total timber productlon 
for this r,eglon. Placlng the woodland species under management Is slgnlflcant because, 

for the first time, the woodland base Is recognized as a Iegltlmate resource and wll I be 

managed for a sustalned yield of wood fiber. 

Summary 

Total forest productlon loss associated wlth exlstlng and proposed management actlons 

coul d be -68 MBF per year ( 1,236 cords/yr) . When canpared wl th the expected yearly demand 
of 35 MMBF and antlclpated tlmber productlon by private, State and Federal agencies, this 

loss Is Inslgnlflcant. Vegetatlve treatment by range, wlldllfe and land dlsposal actlons 

could reduce the Moodland sustalned yield base by 40 percent In the plannlng decade. Two 

addltlonal decades of slmllar treatments could el lmlnate the woodland base. 
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Recreation 

Livestock grazing , cultural resources, mineral, land disposal, forestry, and soils 

and water impacts would be similar to those listed under the Resource Conservation 
Alternative. Wildlife management impacts would be similar to those listed under the 

Resource Conservation Alternative, except with an increase of 15,000 user days. 

Removing WI Id horses would have long-term negative impacts to recreation by 

eliminating viewing and interpretation opportunities. 

Summary 

Protecting and enhancing recreation resources by management and development 

restrict ions would have long-term, positive impacts to recreation. Since no WSAs would be 

recommended for wilderness, the need for those recreation settings and opportunities would 

continue. 

Cultural Resources 

Not designating any of the eight WSAs may have permanent effects on an undetermined 

number of archaeologic and historic sites. If no access restrict ions are imposed, many 

sites will be vandalized, assuming that there are no increases in patrol. ORV closures on 

Squaw/Papoose, Cahone and Cross canyons and Tabeguache Creek WSAs wi I I somewhat reduce 
these impacts. Impacts to the Dolores River Canyon WSA due to recreation uses wll I st II ? 

occur and these may be sign if icant. 

Increases in livestock grazing and AMPS will likely have permanent effects on an 

unknown number of archaeologic and historic sites, unless mitigation measures are 

implemented. Increases in livestock numbers will affect sites via tranpllng, especially in 

high site density areas and near water sources. Additional measures wil I need to be taken 

to fence sites and redistribute livestock to avoid damaging significant cultural values. 

Intensive inventories near major water sources would be needed to monitor and assess 

damages. If these types of avoidance measures are taken, no sign if icant impacts wi I I 

occur. 

Maintaining 23,800 acres of vegetation treatments may permanently damage 1,500 

archaeologic and historic sites to some degree. Avoidance measves wi I I be undertaken via 

stipulations and inventories. Some inadvertent damage may result due to dense concentra- 

tion of sites, especially in the Sacred Mountain area. Adequate inventory levels and 

closely monitoring treatments will be necessary to avoid significant impacts to these 
s 1 tes. 

The 28,000 acres of new proposed vegetation treatment may have permanent impacts to 

1,750 archaeologic and historic sites. Avoidance of sites via adequate inventories and 

stipulations wil I ensure that direct impacts are avoided. Some impacts can be expected 

from Increases in access into remote areas and inadvertent damage during treatment; 

however, Increases in monitoring and treatment supervision will keep these Impact levels 

low. 
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CFMP development and Increases In operating budgets wll I have major, long-term 

posltlve Impacts to approximately 1,430 sites wlthln Dolores Cave, Bul I, Sand and East 

Rock canyons, lndlan Henryts Cabln, McLean Basin, Hamllton and Mocklngblrd mesas, Palnted 

Hand Petrog I yphs, Cannonbal I, Lowry, Escalante/Doml nguez, and PaInted Hand rul ns, 

Tabeguache Pueblo, and Cahone, Squaw/Papoose canyon, Cross and Dolores River canyons, and 

Tabeguache Creek areas. As a result of CRMPs and Increases In fundlng for Implementation, 

stablllzatlon to prevent structural deterloratlon, patrol to prevent vandallsm, and 

Inventory and mapplng wll I provide for more eff lclent and effective protectlon and use of 

these Important areas. 

Managlng the Sllverton and Dolores Rlver SlWAs wll I likely have long-term advantages 

for more than 90 archaeologic and hlstorlc sltes. Cooperat Ive CRMPs should be developed 

to channel vlsltors and provlde for site protectlon and vlsltor safety. No slgnlflcant 
Impacts are expected from SRMA management for the SI lverton area, although management wll I 

be slgnlflcant for the Dolores River corridor. Road closures wll I have Impacts through 

reducing levels of vandallsm and vlsltor access. 

Encouraging canmercl’al use on the Dolores Rlver wll I I lkely have permanent effects on 

approximately 15 archaeologic and hlstorlc sltes. Emphasl s on more use WI I I Increase 

Inadvertent Impacts and vandallsm to cultural sltes, especially those near major campsltes 

and access polnts, which could result In slgnlflcant Impacts unless patrol efforts or 

monltorlng levels are Increased as wel I. Plannlng for vlsltor control In these areas wll I 

also reduce the chances of Impacts to these sltes. Adequate lnventorles are currently 

lack1 ng to proper1 y assess damage extents. 

Improvlng access roads and vlsltor facllltles will have permanent effects on an 

unknown number of archaeologic and hlstorlc sites. Access upgradlng has slgnlflcant 

Impacts to sites due to Increases In vandallsm If not mnltoreb closely. These Impacts 

wll I be greater In the Sacred Mountain area where sites are dense or In the Dolores River 

corr ldor where VI sl tors are conf Ined. There will be less Impacts In the Sllverton area 
but these Impacts may remain slgnlflcant If a corresponding Increase In patrol Is not 

Implemented. There Is also a slgnlflcant lack of Inventory data for the Sllverton area; 

therefore, Impacts are dl fflcult to assess. 

lnterpretlrg cultural sites for recreation wll I likely have posltlve long-term 

benefits. Public attentlon and education lnvolvlng cultural resources will reduce 

vandal I sm. For al I areas, these are slgnlflcant, posltlve Impacts. 

Dfsposlg 33,000 acres of public lands WI I I have no slgnlflcant Impacts to 
archaeologic, sacred, or hlstorlc sites. All Impacts will be avolded or mltlgated wlth 

Class I I I svveys and data recovery If needed. 

Managing 50,000 acres In the Dlsappolnttnent Valley and Dry Creek areas to reduce 

eroslon and sedlmentatlon may have permanent Impacts to 156 archaeologic sltes. 

Inadvertent damage can be expected but wlth monltorlrg and adequate Inventory data, these 

Impacts should not be slgnlflcant. 

Managlng 17,000 acres for sallnlty control may have permanent Impacts to 65 
archaeolcglc and hlstorlc sltes. These would result fran Inadvertent actlvlty related to 

project lnstal latlon and will be greatly reduced wlth adequate Inventorles and closely 

supervl sl fg construct Ion. Most of the projects WI I I be In low site denslly areas. 
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Developing watershed management plans wll I likely have long-term, posltlve Impacts to 

an unknown number of archaeologic and hlstorlc sites. Through management plans, effects 

on some sites fran eroslon can be avolded or mltlgated before lnformatlon loss occurs. 

These Impacts are probably not slgnlflcant over the short term but could be over the long 

term. 

Reclalmlng streans where acid problems exist In the Upper Anlmas Rlver dralnage may 

result In permanent damage to one or two hlstorlc sites; however, the damage potentlal Is 

low and would result fran Inadvertent actlons. lnventorles WI I I help avold direct 

Impacts. 

Wlth 4,760 acres per decade of cunmerclal and noncommerclal sales, there Is a 

moderate Ilkellhood that 52 archaeologic and hlstorlc sltes will suffer some form of 
permanent damage. Thls will not be slgnlflcant If adequate Inventory data are accumulated 

to provlde for their avoidance and posslble mltlgatlon and If close supervlslon of the 

tlmber sales Is undertaken. Inadvertent Impacts WI I I I lkely occur In some cases where 

Increases In access wll I brlng vandals to the sltes --Impacts that are not expected to be 

hlgh for the proposed acreages as they lie In low site density areas. Impacts from 

nonccmmerclal wood cutting are slmllar to those II sted under the Resource Conservation 

Alternat Ive. 

Impacts from aquatlc Improvements wll I be slmllar to those Impacts llsted under the 

Resource Conservation Alternatlve. 

Habl tat Improvements vla plowlng, burning, and seedlrg (with some oak crushlng) on 
27,450 acres may have permanent effects on approximately 472 archaeologic and hlstorlc 

s I tes. These habl tat Improvements are proposed In, low sl te dens I ty areas, however, and 

al I surface-dlsturblng treatments wll I be Inventorled and Impacts avolded or mltlgated. 

Wlth large land treatments, however, some Inadvertent damage may occur. These Impacts 

could be slgnlflcant unless close monltorlng of the project and an adequate amount of 
Inventory are done. 

011 and gas recwery wll I Increase levels of Impact and sites to 15,000 sites. These 

Impacts that will be permanent and highly probable. Site-speclflc direct Impacts WI I I be 

avolded or mltlgated on case-by-case bases. However, slgnlflcant Impacts to sites wll I 

continue to occur from Increases In access which brlngs vandals to the sites, especl al ly 

evident In hlgh site density areas such as the Sacred Mountain and parts of the 

Dlsappolntment Val ley and Paradox areas. WI th no Increases In patrol and rroni torl ng, 

these wll I continue to be slgnlflcant Impacts. Site-specl flc lnventorles as a result of 

the hlgh levels of energy development have had posltlve effects on the data base for 
cultural resources tnformatton In the plannlng area, which has alded slgniflcantly In 

managlng and protecting 700 cultural sltes. However, net Impacts of thl s development are 

stll I negative. 

Impacts to cultural resources fran DOE lease tracts and hard rock mlnlng would be 
slmllar to those llsted under the Resource Conservation Alternatlve. 

Continued sand and gravel operations (800 acres) and expandlng gravel operatlon on 
Ewing Mesa (another 1,200 acres) WI I I have permanent Impacts to approximately 30 
archaeologic and htstorlc sltes. Flve to seven sites would require data recovery with no 
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s Ign I f lcant Impacts. Approximately 25 sltes WI I I suffer Impacts due to accesslbl I lty and 
vlslblllty; Increased levels of monltorlng or total data recovery would reduce or 

ellmlnate these Impacts. 

Coal leasing and development of 1,480 acres near Nut la and 1,880 acres at East Cortez 

wll I affect approximately 150 sites. Since thls would be a strip mlnlng operation, data 

recwery on al I sites may need to be undertaken; no adverse Impacts would occur but data 
recovery woul d be cost I y. 

Coal leaslng on 54,000 acres In the Durango KRCRA may have permanent Impacts to 330 

archaeolcglc and hlsiorlc sites. Since most mlnlng here WI I I be underground, Impacts WI I I 

be prlmarlly from Increased access for mlnlng actlvlty, which brlngs Increases In 

vandal I sm and frcm subsidence, Inadvertent loss should be mlnlmal. More attention to 

avoidance and data recovery should be given to areas with hlgh potential for subsidence 

and sites near access roads and ml ne portals. Site-speclflc lnventorles will be 

necessary. Much of thls land Is prlvate surface and will require coordlnatlon with the 

I andowners for access to do Inventory and eval uatlon and any other cultural resources work 

that I s needed. 

Summary 

The Resource Utlllzatlon Alternative has the most potential for adverse effects to 

cultural values from the standpolnt of project Impacts. Developing CRMPs WI I I reduce 
these Impacts for a smal I percentage of sites. Increases In recreation and range planning 

wll I benef It cultural resources and reduce damage fran I lvestock grazing and uncontrol led 

vl sltatlon. Some cultural areas could be developed for recreation use0 Increases In 

access wll I slgnlflcantly damage cultural resources In hlgh slte density areas such as the 

Sacred Mountain and Dlsappolntment areas. Increases In vegetation treatments WI I I have 
slgnlflcant Impacts to cultural resources unless monitoring’ and Inventory work are 

relatively Increased. 

VI sua I Resources 

Approximately 50$ of Important landscapes are not ldentlfled In the Resource 
Utlllzatlon Alternatlve for special vlsual management, VFM Class I or II. Thls could 

result In constructlon project design wlth vlsual contrast levels In excess of what would 

be required to malntaln the scenic quality. Other areas wlth Important landscapes would 
receive VF&l Class I or I I management, which would malntaln vlsual resources on 45 percent 

of the plannlng area. 

Wl I derness 

Some continued and(or) Increased motor vehicle use could create damage to soils, 
vegetat Ion, and natural values, which would be mainly focused In Weber and Menefee 

mountain and McKenna Peak WSAs. All other WSAs would be closed to ORV use. 

lntenslve I lvestock management could change the natural landscape In Cross Canyon WSA 

and portions of McKenna Peak WSA, long-term Impacts that could be potential losses of 
wllderness values. 
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The lfmf ted timber and(or) forestry product harvesting could cause losses of 

wilderness values, which would mainly apply to Weber and Menefee Mountain WSAs. 

Developing coal reserves in Weber and Menefee Mountain WSAs and the development of 

off and gas, and CO2 In Cross, Cahone, and Squaw/Papoose Canyon WSAs could result in 

losses of wilderness values associated with these areas in the long term. The other WSAs 

all have low to moderate potential for oil and gas and could also be developed in the 

future, resulting in long-term irreversible and Irretrievable impacts to the wilderness 
resource. 

Developing locatable minerals could destroy wf lderness values by changing the natural 

landscape, resulting in losses of naturalness. Associated act fvftfes could further cause 

losses of primitive and unconfined recreation and solitude opportunities. This would be 

most probable in the Dolores River, Squaw/Papoose, and Cross canyons, McKenna Peak, and 

Tabeguache Creek WSAs. These could be long-term, irreversible and frretrfevable impacts 

to the resource. Issuing ROWS associated with energy development could cause losses of 

wilderness values. 

AI I of the WSAs have a moderate to high potential for wilderness values to be 
degraded to the point where they would no longer be suitable for wilderness designation. 

This would result in losses of primitive recreation opportunities, solitude, naturalness 

and diversity in the NWPS. 

Summary 

The Resource Util izatfon Alternative would general ly cause the wilderness resource of 

all eight WSAs to be potentially degraded to the point that, over the long term, the 

wilderness values presently existing would be lost due to mineral, wildlife, livestock 

grazing, and lands actions. These could be irreversible and irretrievable impacts to the 

resource. 

Lands 

Consol fdat ing public lands through dfsposfng of smal I isolated parcels of public land 

wfl I improve the efficiency of land use authorizations by BLM. This will result in a 
lower cost per unit of issuing authorizations and will reflect a savings In monitoring the 

construct ion and rehabf I f tatfon phases of projects on BLM lands. Under this alternative, 

3.3 percent of the public lands would be disposed of and(or) consolidated. 

Ffre 

Impacts would be similar to those listed under the Resource Conservation Alternatfve. 

More pfnyon-juniper and brush acreage being manipulated could result in larger wildfires 

because of greater potential for spread through continuous flash type of fuels. 

Economfcs 

BLM investments of $4.1 mfl I ion over a ten-year period with management emphasis on 

al I resources except wilderness wfl I be projected under this alternattve. These levels of 
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Investments and management emphasis would result In annual ga Ins of approximately $18 

mllllon In 1994 and $19 mllllon In 2000 In Increased total personal Income wlthln the 

planning area; 

Investments of $1.5 mll llon In range, $375,000 In solls and water, and $1 mllllon In 

wlld II fe habltat projects would Increase anlmal numbers and consequent revenue from 

grazing al locatlon and huntlng. Fishery Investments of 1.25 ml I llon dol lars would result 

ln Increased revenue from recreatlonal flshlng. Revenue from tourlsm Increases $7.5 

ml I Ilon. 

Oil and gas exploratlon and productlon on public lands reach their hlghest level 

under this alternatlve with a projected annual Increase In 1994 of $15 mll Ilon. (Tab1 e 

3-5 canpares econanlc effects of this alternatlve to base1 Ine projectlons for 1994 and 

2000). It II lustrates expected changes In populatlon, employment, per cap1 ta Income, and 

total personal lncane brought about by projected levels of hunting, grazing, flshlng, 

tourlsm, and oil and gas actlvltles. BLM management of public land Is shown In Table 3-5 

to cause no greater than a’ I .6 percent change In any econanlc lndlcator when vlewl ng the 

total plannlng area. No slgnlf lcant Impacts are projected wlthln any economic sector 

under this alternatlve. However, a rl se In per cap1 ta lncane of 1983 dol lars WI I I occur 

In Dolores County by 1994. Social changes are expected to be InconsequentIal given the 

mlnlmal econanlc changes. 

Summary 

BLM management WI I I result In Increased revenues to the mlneral and tour lsm 

actlvltles; however, no slgnlflcant Impacts are projected wlthln any economic sector 

wlthln the planning area. 
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Table 3-5. Econanlc Impacts Undei the Resource Utll lzatlon Alternative. 

lncane 

sources 

Populatlon Employment Per cap1 ta Total personal 

1 ncome ( 1983 income (thousands 

dol lars) of 1983 dollars) 

Year 1994 2000 1994 2000 1994 2000 1994 2000 

Huntlrg 43 53 21 22 0 0 377 433 

Grazl ng 20 21 6 5 -2 -1 48 55 

Fl shlng 8 5 203 210 -10 -10 3,356 3,683 

Tour 1 sm 857 956 394 407 -11 -12 7,672 8,317 

011 8 Gas 493 501 220 223 10 10 6,269 6,440 

Subtotal 1,421 1,536 844 867 -13 -13 17.722 18,929 

Base1 1 ne 107,913 121,768 53,178 59,657 10,339 10,245 1,115,744 1,247,538 

Total 109,334 123,304 54,022 60,524 10,326 10,232 1,133,466 1,266,467 

Percent 1.3 1.26 1.6 1.5 0 0 1.6 1.5 
Change 

Note: See Appendlx 8 for methodology. 

Source: BLM Data 1984. 

342 



THIS HANGING FLUME ALONG THE DOLORES RIVER CANYON WAS PLACED ON 
THE NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORICAL PLACES IN 1980 AND CLINGS TO 
THE CLIFF 150 FEET ABOVE THE RIVER- 



Current Management Alternatlve 

lntroductlon 

Thls alternatlve reflects BLMls present management dlrectlon and pollcles and land 

use plan declslons. It was assumed that no major pol Icy or fundlng changes would take 

place. 

Energy and Minerals 

Impacts affecting energy and minerals in the Current Management Alternatlve are from 

wildlife, recreation, cultural resources, and lands. 

The no leaslng and no-surface occupancy stipulations in ef feet for the Perins Peak 

and Paradox peregrine falcon eyries decrease oil and gas leasing development and 

production on 1,480 acres, per the current oi I and gas umbrel la EA. This wil I be a 

long-term impact on approximately 0.2 percent of the lands available for oil and gas 

leasing in the planning area. 

The no-surface occupancy stipulation in effect for the Dolores River SIWA has 

decreased the area in which oil and gas exploration, development and production can be 

accomplished by 34,680 acres, per the current Sacred Mountain and San Miguel oil and gas 

umbrel la EAs. The majority of this acreage is unavailable because of steep terrain and 

high construction costs and represents approximately 2.7 percent of the planning area. 

No leasing and no-surface occupancy stipulations for cultural wlthdrawal areas have 

decreased available acreage for oil and gas leasing, exploration, development and 

production by 7,200 acres, per the current oi I and gas umbrel la EAs. This acreage 

represents approximately 0.6 percent of the planning area. 

No mineral entry on cultural withdrawal areas has decreased available acreage for 

mining claim location, exploration and development by 4,360 acres, representing 

approximately 0.3 percent of the planning area. Impacts to sand and gravel development 

are simi lar to those impacts I isted under the Resource Conservation Alternative. 

Disposing of publ lc lands (and reserving minerals to the Federal government) wil I 

result in 16,000 additional acres of split estate management, adding approximately 5.4 

percent sore lands on which the split estate situation must be dealt with. 

Summary 

The acreages involved in the Current Management Alternative are per existing MFPs, 

oil and gas umbrel la EAs, withdrawals, and mandates in the case of land disposal. Acreage 

percentages involved In these categories are relatively small compared to the total 

planning area. Impacts are considered to be relatively insignificant. 

Vegetation 

Short-term Impacts to vegetation would be a conti nuatlon of present trend; many of 
these changes are subtle and difficult to assess. However, there would probably be some 
undesirable changes in vegetation due to continued present grazing use levels. 
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Figure 3-3 il lustrates the expected long-term changes in vegetation conditions. Over 

the long term, these conditions would remain static on sites within the planning area 

current1 y under intensive grazing management (1 1 exi sting AMPS; 304,000 acres). 

Possibly significant impacts to vegetation would continue to occur on various sites 

throughout the remaining 633,000 acres currently being grazed by livestock and wildlife-- 

impacts include a decline in vegetation densities, productivity, vigor, reproduction, and 

available forage. Declines in vegetation condition, especially in areas of significant 

canpetition for available forage between livestock and wildlife, are anticipated but 

unquantifiable. Preferred forage species in the Spring Creek wild horse herd area 

(approx. 20,000 acres) would continue to be overutilized by grazing animals and, with 

increased grazing pressure, would experience locally significant decreases in vegetation 

densities, vigor, reproduction, productivity, and available forage. 

While additional forage for livestock and wildlife may be produced as a result of 

timber and wood land harvesting, it would not have a significant long-term impact on the 

total vegetation resource and use by grazing animals. 

Existing limited fire suppression plans would affect vegetation resources in the long 

term by al lowing more pinyon-juniper wood land and sagebrush acreage to burn natural I y and 

be replaced with herbaceous vegetation. 

Existing ORV restrictions would have both short- and long-term positive impacts to 

vegetation. 

Increases in WI Id horse populations could have adverse impacts to vegetation in both 

the short and I ong term. 

Summary 

Current vegetation trends would continue in the short term. The overal I type and 

productivity of forage species produced on public lands could decline over portions of the 
planning area in the long term. No irreversible or irretrievable commitments of 

vegetation are projected under this alternative. 

VEGETATION CONDITION 

400 
Current 

300 0 
Management 

8 n Alternative 

200 ‘; q c men t Situation 

Figure 3-3. Long-term changes in vegetation condition under the 
Current Management Alternative. 
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Soi I s and Water 

A continuation of the present livestock grazing practices throughout the planning 

area along with the heavy big game concentrations in Dry Creek Basin and Disappointment 

Valley would result in significant impacts to soils and water resources. Continued highly 

accelerated erosion rates and loss of soil productivity would occur. Accelerated sediment 

and salinity yields can be expected at approximately their present rates, resulting in 

off-site water qua I I ty impacts. 

Roads associated with timber harvests, even properly placed and constructed, would 

result in short-term increases in erosion rates and sediment yields. The degree of these 

impacts will vary with the size of the timber harvests. 

Contlnued protection of the Boulder Gulch watershed near Silverton, Colorado, and the 

ground-water aquifers associated with the Dry Creek Basin and Uravan dcmestic and 

municipal wel Is are necessary to protect the water quality. 

Summary 

Implementing the Cu-rent Management Alternatlve would result in highly accelerated 

erosion rates and sediment yields. Salt loading to the Colorado River frcm public land in 

the RMP area would continue at its present rate. There would be cant i nued protect Ion for 

danestic and municipal water sources. 

Terrestrial Wildlife 

Impacts of this alternative to the wildlife habitat are similar to those listed under 

the Resource Conservation Alternative, except that range and habitat condition could be 

expected to remain static or decrease in the long term. Reductions to elk and deer herds 

in the Disappointment Basin area (890 elk and 1,100 deer) would probably occur in the 

short and long term. Riparian habitat could not be expected to make substantial 

improvement since existing AMPS do not address riparian management objectives. 

As many as 5,400 acres would be treatad under the wildlife program with minimal 

impacts to nongame species habitat. No investments would be made in structural rlparian 

improvements. Water development would not occur because of limited funding. 

Recovery and reestablishirg peregrine falcons would be aided by continued releases. 

Most bald eagle winter concentration areas would be protectively managed with seasonal oil 

and gas stipulations, but some conflict may remain in other areas. Other T&E species 

would be protected and managed consistent with exlsting laws and regulations. Sensltive 

and nongame species habitat would continue to deteriorate overal I with decreasing range 

and riparian habitat condition. 

Lands disposal would eliminate 1.6 percent of available wildlife habitat and 

approximately one-half mile of riparian habitat. Approximately 1,320 acres of big game 

crucial winter range would be lost. Big game migration routes between Durango and 

Bayfield would be negatively affected by disposing of 160 acres in conjunction with 
private land development. Oil and gas leasing restrictive stipulations would protect most 

of the deer and elk crucial winter ranges. Dther crucial winter range areas are not 

protected, and conflict may exist with State and Federal wildlife law enforcement agencies 

over wi Id Ii fe harrassment. 
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Weber and Menefee mountain WSAs would remain undeveloped as primitive areas, which 

would protect presently undisturbed wildlife habitat. 

Summary 

Terrestrial wildlife habitat would generally remain static or decline under this 

a Iternative. Big game populations would decline over the long term. Managing peregrine 

falcons, bald eagles, and T&E species would continue. Land disposal could have impacts to 

big game winter ranges, riparian habitat, and big game populations. Increases in wild 

horse populations will continue vegetation deterioration in these areas. 

Aquatic and Riparian Wildlife 

Potenti al for continued deterioration of those streams I i sted in Chapter Two exists, 

as well as an anticipated decline in habitat quality for those streams where no inventory 

data current1 y exist (approx. 275 mi ). 

The impacts of management activities pertaining to aquatic wildlife are 

unquantifiable at this time. Based on the current funding situation, there most I i kely 

wil I be a continued trend toward the habitat condition reflected in Chapter Two. Impacts 

to the remaining 275 miles of stream habitat are unquantifiable without further 

inventories andtorI monitoring. 

Some short-term, minimal impacts may result fran constructing recreation faci I ities, 

but no signlf icant long-term adverse impacts are anticipated. 

Impacts as a result of mineral development may only be assessed through further 
monitoring and developing operational plans. It is anticipated that where mineral 

activities are closely associated with aquatic and riparian habitat, the impacts should 

be, by regulatory standards, mitlgatable and therefore minimal and assessed on 

case-by-case bases. 

Significant impacts are not anticipated, since public land parcels containing 

potential ly high value fisheries wil I retain public access. Quantifiable impacts wll I be 

assessed on case-by-case bases. 

Summary 

There will continue to be significant, adverse impacts to the aquatic and rlparian 

resources. Those impacts associated with livestock grazing and aquatic wildlife 

management programs are due primarl ly to: (1) the continuation of the cvrent situation 

within the range activity with a lack of effective AMPS causing a continued deterioration 

of those streams I i sted in Chapter Two; (2) the lack of any planned aquatic and riparian 

habitat improvements on approximately 140 inventoried strem miles; and (3) an inability 

to further inventory andtor) monitor the remaining 260 miles of aquatic and riparian 

habitat to determine habitat qua1 ity. No sign iflcant impacts are anticipated fran 
recreation, wilderness, cultural resou-ces, forestry and land dl sposal activities. 

However, mineral development may have long-term, sign if icant impacts depend1 ng on where 

they are located and what types of mitigation can be included in mining operation plans. 

These impacts (fran mineral development) are presently unquantifiable and can only be 

assessed on case-by-case bases, which may require additional monitoring. 
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Livestock Grazing 

Under this alternative, no short- or long-ten adjustments in AUMs are projected. 

Applications for nonuse, temporary nonrenewable use, and changes in season, class, or kind 

of I ivestock would be accepted and approved or disapproved on case-by-case bases. This 

alternatlve proposes no short-term changes in present management practices and has 

negligible impacts to llvestock grazing. 

Increases in wild horse populations could have significant adverse impacts on 

livestock grazing in both the short term and long term. Increased horse use wil I have 

significant, adverse effects on management objectives in the Dry Creek Basin, 

Disappointment and Naturita Ridge AMPS. 

Summary 

This alternative proposes no short-term or long-term adjustments in grazing 

preference. Livestock operators would real ize no sign if icant short- or long-term changes 

in grazing management or livestock production. 

Wi Id Horses 

Wild horse populations would increase on both the Spring Creek and Naturita Ridge 

areas. At the present reproduction rates, the populations could double in the short term. 

In both areas, potential canpetition for available forage wil I increase between wild 

horses, I ivestock, and big game as horse numbers Increase. The over&i I imtlon of 

preferred forage plants is expected to occur in some degree in the short term and could 

become locally signif icant in the long term, especially in the Spring Creek area. 

Adjacent and intermingled private lands and State lands could be adversely affected in 

both the short and long term. 

Sprlng Creek Area: In the short term, a noticeable change would probably be evident 

in the appearance and physical condition of the horses due to diet deficiencies. The 
horses would probably begin to expand their present range in search of adequate forage. 

In the long term, diet deficiencies would cause the reproduction rate to drop. The 

susceptibility to disease and death losses could result in herd reductions. 

Without selective culling of the horses, chosen inbreeding would probably result, 
which would increase the probabl I ity of generating defective traits and producing inferior 

horses. 

Naturita Ridge Area: In the long term, potential competition for forage between al I 

grazing animals could result in conditions and situations similar to (but to a lesser 

degree) than those previously discussed in the Spring Creek area. 

Summary 

Wild horse populations could increase by 100 percent on both areas in 10 years. 

Adverse impacts would begin to becane evident in the Spring Creek area in both the short 
term and would intensify In the long term. The Naturita Ridge area probably would be more 

stable in the short term but would have potential conflicts similar to (but of a lesser 

magnitude than) the Spring Creek area. 
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In both herd areas, adjacent and intermingled private and State lands could be 

adversely affected by horses In both the short and long term. 

Forestry 

Wildlife vegetation treatments will eradicate 2,000 acres of pinyon-juniper, which 

represents a potential production loss of 60 cords per year; by itself it is not 

signif icant. 

Areas with special recreation values are withdrawn from timber and woodland 

product ion; including Silverton, the Dolores River, and Menefee and Weber Mountain areas. 

Wood fiber production loss as a result of these withdrawals Is approximately 118 MBF each 

year. When looking at the total timber and woodland production for the region, a yearly 
loss of 118 MBF is insigniflcant. 

Road and pad construction as a result of mineral activities can have beneficial and 

adverse impacts. The loss of production and improved access are so minimal that the 

impacts are not significant. 

Land disposal actions could reduce the canmercial timber base by 2 percent and result 

in an insignificant production loss. 

Placing canmercial forest under intensive management should result in future yields 

that are double the existing unmanaged stand yields. Timber yield increases associated 

with the smal I BLM timber base are insignificant when canpared with total timber 

production for this region. 

Summary 

Total timber production loss associated with existing and proposed management actions 

could be 148 MBF per year (296 cords/yr). When conpared with the expected yearly demand 

of 35 MMBF and anticipated timber production by private, State and other Federal agencies, 

this loss is insignificant. 

Retreat ion 

Livestock grazing, mineral development, land disposal, and forestry impacts would be 

similar to those listed under the Resource Conservation Alternative. Wildlife management 

impacts would be similar to those listed under the Resource Conservation Alternative 
except wlth neg liglble results. Under this alternative, bighorn sheep and river otters 

would not be introduced and aquatic improvements would be I imited. 

Summary 

Protecting and enhancl ng retreat ion resources by management and development 
restrictions would have long-term positive impacts to recreation and overal I would 

continue to provide the settings and opportunities most desired by the public and 

consistent w 1 th BLMr s management object Ives. The lack of wi lderness designations would 

continue to af feet the need for those retreat ion settings and ecotypes that are atypical 

of the NWPS. 
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Cultural Resources 

If access is al lowed into remote areas, damage to a large number of cultural sites 
fran commercial pothunting wil I continue; impacts will be especially significant in the 

Bul I, Squaw/Papoose, Cahone, Cross, and Dolores River canyons and Tabeguache Creek areas. 

Increases in patrol and inventory wil I be needed to offset this potential damage, because 

impacts are expected as access increases. 

Most sites wit I be avoided by stipulations to livestock improvement projects. 

However, due to low supervision levels on Category IQ* allotments, use may result in site 

danage and information loss to 1 to 2 sites per year. These impacts wi I I depend on the 

significance of the particular site and could result in litigation regarding fines for 

trespassing and costly site mitigation. Maintaining 7,900 acres of vegetation treatments 

may result in permanent damage to 500 archaeologic and historic sites. Avo? dance measures 

wil I be used via stipulations to al I projects but inadvertent damage may occur. The 

methods of treatment will vary, bringing about zero to moderate impacts. A strong data 

base and close supervision during these treatments, especial ly chaining maintenance, WI I I 

be necessary to avoid significant impacts. 

Livestock grazing may do permanent damage to 40 or more cultural sites--trampling by 

repeated and concentrated livestock use does affect the cultural site surface material and 

information losses result. However, in most cases, these are not signif icant impacts; 

fencing some sites or redistributing livestock may be necessary to protect affected sites. 

A net beneficial impact will result from the educational aspects and vlsibillty of 

the Anasazi Heritage Center. Losses could occur if budgeting were low and funds were 

taken away from on-the-ground resource protection and use. 

Current management at approximately 84 identified sites at Lowry and Escalante- 

Dominguez ruins, Cannonbal I Mesa, McLean Basin Towers, and Sand Canyon is not maintaining 

their needs. There is a high probability that long-term significant damage will continue; 

thus, more concentrated management is needed to avoid and mitigate impacts to these sites 

fran visitation and natural forces. There have been positive, short-term impacts to these 

sites fran fencing, recreation maintenance, stabilization, and monitoring. 

Managing 45,000 acres in the Si I verton SFWA wi I I have the same impacts as those 

Ii sted under the Resovce Conservation Alternative. Cooperative CRMPs should be developed 

to channel visitors and provide for site protection and visitor safety. No significant 
impacts are expected from SRMA management for the Sllverton area. Road closures wil I have 

more significant positive effects on site protection. 

Visltor management and control on the Dolores River SF&IA wil I channel visitors away 

from fragile sites which will likely have a long-term benefit on approximately 40 

archaeologic and historic sites. Setting up the Special Recreation Area Management Plan 

will provide visitors with a cultural resources education by their viewing the unique 

cultural values along the Dolores River corridor. Vandalism may be reduced by developing 

CRMPs for sites attracting recreation users. 
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Current leve Is of recreation management on Weber and Menefee mountain areas have no 

significant impacts to approximately 10 sites located there. Some vi si tor interpretat ion 
and protection may be needed for these two areas if they are managed as pr imitlve areas. 

Disposing of 16,000 acres of pub1 ic lands wi I I have no significant impacts to 

archaeologic, sacred, or historic sites there. Al I impacts wi I I be avoided or mitigated 

with Class I I I svveys and data recovery if needed. 

Lack of soi Is and water management WI I I permanently af feet approximately 25 

archaeologic and historic sites. A lack of erosion control results in the loss of al I or 

portions of these sites, a significant impact. 

Habitat improvements via plowing, burning, seeding, and some oak crushing on 5,400 

acres may have permanent effects on approximately 93 archaeologic and historic sites. 

These habitat improvements are proposed in low site density areas, however, and al I 

surface-disturbing treatments will be inventoried and impacts avoided or mitigated. With 

large land treatments, however, some inadvertent damage may occur. These impacts could be 

significant unless closely monitoring the project and an adequate amount of inventory data 

are col lected. 

With 1,980 acres per decade of ccmmercial and noncanmercial forest sales, there is a 

moderate I i kel i hood that approximate1 y 22 sites wi I I suffer some form of permanent damage. 

This wi I I not be significant if adequate inventory data are accumulated to provide for 

their avoidance and possibly mitigation and if close supervision of the timber sales is 

undertaken. In some cases, inadvertent impacts will likely occur where increases In 

access will bring vandals to the sites. These impacts are not expected to be high for the 

acreages proposed because they I ie in low site density areas. 

A high probabi I ity of permanent damage to approximately 2,700 sites due to noncan- 

mercial sales estimated at 1,000 cords per year will occur. Damage to cultural values 

frcm unsupervised on-demand woodcutting is not known due to a lack of inventory data. 

Significant impacts are likely occurring due to the concentration of the noncommercial 

activities in high site density areas west of Cortez and the Disappointment Val ley. Many 

of the areas are not inventoried due to low personnel levels and stipulations which are 

not monitored for conpliance. Current sand and gravel operations may have permanent 

impacts to approximately 20 archaeologic and historic sites, which may be inadvertently 

damaged due to gravel operations increasing their visibility. Vandalism may occur in high 

site density areas. Impacts wil I be lessened by increased supervision and monitoring al I 

operations. Impacts frcm DOE lease traces and hard rock mining would be similar to those 

Ii sted under the Resource Conservation Alternative. 

Summary 

The Current Management Alternative wil I have adverse impacts to cultural sites due to 

the lack of sufficient positive action to discourage vandalism and site erosion. 

increases in access wil I accelerate these impacts, especial ly in areas wh Ich were 

protected by limited access and rough terrain. A generally low level of monitoring, 

planning, and cultural inventory wi I I also have negative impacts to cultural values. The 

Anasazi Heritage Center, the Special Recreation Area Management Plan in the Silverton 
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area, and visitor management on the Dolores River wil I have a net benefit to culture sites 

in promoting public support and channeling visitor impacts to sites. Project developments 

for livestock grazing, wi Id Ii fe, and forestry wi I I have impacts to sites which wi I I vary 

accord1 ng to involved areas. Levels of monitoring will be inversely related to levels of 

impacts. 

Vi sua I Resources 

Previous land use plans did not consider management direction for visual resources. 

Some impacts could occur; however, each project is currently reviewed to consider impacts 

to visual resources and mitigation as needed; therefore, significant impacts are 

forecast. 

Wi I derness 

The continued and increased use of motorized vehicles could create damage to natural 

values and losses of wilderness values. 

Forest products would be al lowed to be gathered in al I WSAs except in the Weber and 

Menefee mountain WSAs according to current planning direction. Continued cutting would 

have both short- and possibly long-term impacts to the natural landscape and would result 

in losses of wl I derness values. 

The development of minerals (both locatable and leasable) could possibly affect 

natural landscapes, resulting In losses of wilderness values. If this happened, the 

natural landscape would be changed, causing long-term impacts which could be considered 

irreversible and irretrievable losses of the wilderness resource. This impact would be 

most sign if icant in Cross, Cal-one, and Squaw/Papoose canyons, and to a lesser extent, in 

the Weber and Menefee mountain WSAs due to their moderate to high potential for mineral 

devel cpment. 

lssui ng ROWS for powerli nes, roads, etc. could exclude areas frcm being considered 

for wilderness status at a later date, which also would be long-term ccunmitments of 

resources that could be irreversible and irretrievable impacts to wilderness resources. 

Summary 

The Current Management Alternative of the eight WSAs has a moderate to high potential 

to degrade wilderness values, since future wilderness would not be designated. The 

largest potential degradation for this impact to occur exists in the minerals program. 

Oil and gas, COZ, coal, and uranium are potential iy found in many of the WSAs. 

Developing these minerals would destroy wilderness values, which would be irreversible and 

irretrievable losses of the wilderness resources. Under this alternative, there would be 

no significant impacts to lands and fire. 
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Econon i cs 

ELM investments of $400,000 over a ten-year period with continued management emphasis 

on tourism and oil and gas exploration and production would occur under this alternative. 

These levels of investments and management emphasis would result in annual gains of 

approximately $8 million in 1994 and 58.5 million in 2000 in increased total personal 

incane within the planning area. 

Approximately S400,OOO in investments are expected to be spent on range improvements 

and wi Id Ii fe habitat projects, resulting in moderate decreases in wildlife habitat and 

with resultant losses of hunting revenue in the planning area. 

Cultural and recreation resources of the area would be made available for increased 

tourism, and mineral resources would be available for continued oil and gas exploration 

and development. An increase in tourist expenditures of 85 million and an increase of oil 

and gas production values of 53.8 mi I lion are expected annual ly by 1994. 

Table 3-6 compares the economic effects of the Current Management Alternative to the 

baseline projections for 1994 and 2000 and il lustrates expected changes in population, 

employment, per capita income, and total personal income brought about by projected 

hating, grazing, fishing, tourism, and oil and gas levels. BLM management of public 
lands is shown in Table 3-6 to cause less than a one percent change in any economic 

indicator when viewing the entire planning area. No significant impacts are projected 

within any economic sector of the individual counties within the planning area. Social 

changes are expected to be inconsequential given minimal econanic changes. 

Summary 

The Current Management Alternative projects BLM investments of S400,OOO with con- 

tinued management emphasis on tourism and oil and gas exploration and development. W 

significant impacts are projected within any economic sector of the plannlng area. 
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Table 3-6. Econonic Impacts Under the Current Management Alternative. 

Incone Population Employment Per capita Total personal 

sources ( 1 ncome 1983 Income - (thousands 

dol lars) of 1983 dollars) 

Year 1994 2000 1994 2000 1994 2000 1994 2000 

Hunt i ng -20 -25 -10 -10 0 0 -176 -20 2 

Grazing 4 4 1 1 0 0 9 10 

Fishing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Tour i sm 572 637 263 271 -7 -8 5,115 5,545 

Oil 8 Gas 249 253 111 112 5 5 3,162 3,248 

Subtotal 805 869 365 374 -2 -3 8,110 8,601 

Baseline 107,913 121,768 53,178 59,657 10,339 10,245 1,115,744 1,247,538 

Total 108,718 122,637 53,543 60,031 10,337 10,242 1,123,854 1,256,139 

Percent 
Change 

0.8 0.7 0.7 0.6 0 0 0.7 0.7 

Note: See Appendix 8 for methodology. 

Source : ELM Data 1984. 
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Preferred Alternative 

Introduction 

Th is alternative protects important and sensitive env irormental va I ues nh i I e 

balancing competing demands by providing needed goods and services. 

Energy and Minerals 

The wild life and cultval resource impacts pertaining to oil and gas leasing and to 

cultural withdrawals in this alternative are the same as those listed under the Resource 

Conservation Alternative. 

No leasing for oil and gas imposed on Manefee and Weber mountain WSAs for management 

as semiprimitive recreation areas would result in a loss of 9,840 acres that could be 

occupied for oil and gas exploration, development, and production, representing less than 

one percent of the planning area. This would result in a potential loss of approximately 

4.42 mil lion barrels of oil and 1.31 mil I ion cubic feet of gas resources. Directional 

drilling methods would not be successful in exploring and producing these resources due to 

the limitation on depth of the producing zones (1,330 ft to 1,380 ft). Impacts would be 

for the long term. 

No leasing in the Dolores River Canyon WSA (designated wilderness) would result in a 

decrease of 28,630 acres (approx. 2% of the planning area) available for oil and gas 

leasing, exploration, development, and production. This would result in a potential loss 

of approximately 4,216 mil lion cubic feet of gas reserves. Impacts would be for the long 

term. Withdrawal would also affect locatable minerals as described under the Resource 

Conservation Alternative. 

No leasing for oil and gas imposed on the Cross, Cahone, and Squaw/Papoose canyons 

for mangemont of cultural resources would result in a decrease of 16,981 acres ava 1 I ab le 

for oil and gas exploration, development, and production. These areas are indicated as 

having high favorability for oil and gas resources (see Table 3-7 for estimated reserves). 

Table 3-7. 

Estimated Oil 8 Gas 8 CO2 Reserves for Cultural Emphasis Areas. 

Cultural Oil 

emphasis areas (barrel s) 

Gas 

(mcf) 

Cahone Canyon* 368,940 737,880 

Cross Canyon 4 15,360 837,720 

Squaw/Papoose Canyon 495,440 990,880 

Source: BLM Data 1984. 

Rote: Colorado and Utah included. Estimates are 11% (wildcat ratio) 

of the reserves calculated fran data frcm nearby producing fields as 

deer i bed under the Resource Conservation Alternative. 

* Cahone Canyon also contains 46,118 mmcf of C02. 
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It was proposed that no-surface occupancy stipulations for oil and gas leasing for 

these areas were suitable because directional dril ling methods would al low exploration and 
subsequent production without destroying the integrity of the canyons. Consul tat ion 

indicates that a 0.25-mile horizontal offset would be the usual for a 12,000-foot to 

14,000-foot wel I. However, Forest Oi I Company dril led a directional wel I near the 

Squaw/Papoose Canyon WSA of 6,293 feet (true depth) at an average deviation angle of 17”. 
Horizontal offset was approximate1 y 0.25 mi le, accanpl i shed with the drll I rig set up on 
the canyon rim with 500 feet of surface casing. Setting back from the rim and(or) needing 

more svface casing would have increased the deviation angle andfor) would have caused it 

to be short of the target. Drilling near canyon rims runs the risk of losing mud 

circulation in the hole before reaching the depth of the canyon bottom. Direct ional ly 

drilled holes are also unstable and could easily col lapse before drl ling is completed. 

Directional dril ling does not appear to be a ccmplete solution to the problem; In 

addition, production becomes a problem--equipment suffers excessive wear and thus 

i ncreases maintenance costs. Also, because of these increased costs, life of the wel Is 

would be reduced and would not accomplish maximum recovery of the resource. 

Assumlng a large number of directional ly dril led production wel Is around the WSA 

boundaries, these wel Is would neYer be able to drain the reservoirs that may exist in the 

WSAs. Maximum drainage distance for an oi I wel I is 0.25-mile radius from the wel I; for a 

gas wel I, a 3,732-foot radius. Al I three canyons are within or adjacent to the Sand 

Canyon KGS and the McElmo and Cow Canyon unitized areas. Ccmmuni t i zed areas exi st between 

Squaw/Papoose and Cal-one canyons and are approximately two miles north of the northern 

boundary of the Cross Canyon area (B. Kershaw, personal ccmmun., 1984). The opinions 

arrived at frcm consultations are that the three canyons could not be fully explored or 

produced strictly by directional drilling methods, which could possibly result in losses 

of a potential of 1.3 mll lion barrels of oil, 2.6 mi I lion cubic feet of gas and 46.0 

bil lion cubic feet of CD2. 

In addition to the 880 acres of current sand and gravel permits, 400 acres would be 

available on Ewing Mesa to provide for future demand of these resources. Although this is 

an 800-acre reduction from the Resource Utilization Alternative, this acreage should be 

adequate for future demand in the Durango area. 

Disposing of public lands (while reserving the minerals to the Federal government) 

wil I result in 21,800 additional acres of split estate management, which wil I add 

approximately 7.3 percent more spl It estate lands. 

ORV closures associated with the cultural resources, recreation, and wildlife 
programs will require mining claimants to file a Plan of Operations under 43 CFR 3809 

. 
instead of a Not ice of Intent. 

This alternative would have approximately 34,000 acres (3%) of minerals withdrawn. 

It would propose to remove the mineral withdrawal on the McElmo Research Natural Area (480 

acres), which should be a positive impact to the minerals program as this area was 

nominated as an ACMP (see Glossary). 

Approximately 560 acres in the Tabeguache Creek area would be proposed for mineral 

wlthdrawal in association with a proposed Outstanding Natural Area designation. Impacts 

would be less acreage available for possible mineral development. 

3-55 



Federal coal for exploration and development would be avallable on 1,480 acres In the 

Nucla KRCRA (26.6 mll lion tons) and 46,000 acres (1.5 bll Ilon tons) In the Durango KRCRA. 

The East Cortez KRCRA would not be available for posslble future coal leaslng (a loss of 

approx. 30 m?lIon tons). 

No slgniflcant Impacts from the ACEC deslgnatlon are expected to the minerals 

rmgran. 

Summary 

The greatest Impacts to minerals under the Preferred Alternat Ive are the no leaslng 

restt-let Ions In the Cross, Cahone, and Squaw/Papoose canyons and Menefee and Weber Moun- 

tain areas. All InformatIon Indicates a hlgh potentlal for oil and gas reserves In these 

areas with lIttIe or no poss?bllIty of fully exploring or producing those reserves with 

Imposed no-surface occupancy restrIctIons. DIrectIonal dr II llng does not appear to be the 

solution In the Cross, Cahone, and Squaw/Papoose canyons and’ Is not a viable alternatlve 

for Menefee and Weber mountains. Thls could result In losses of approxlmitely 5.7 mll llon 

barrels of 01 I, 3.9 m1 I IIon cubic feet of gas, and 46 bll lion cubic feet of C02. 

The production and use of coal, oll and gas, and other minerals are Irreversible 

commitments of natural resources. To the extent they are developed In this alternatlve, 

there wll I be Irreversible and Irretrievable canmitments of resources. 

Vegetat Ion 

Impacts to vegetation would be slmllar to those listed under the Resource 

Conservation Alternative, except that more sites would be converted from poor to falr 
condltlon and from fatr to good condltlon. Figure 3-4 projects the expected changes In 

vegetation condltlon In the long term (unclasslfled vegetation conditions are presently 

unknown, but changes wll I probably occur over the term of the plan). 

VEGETATION CONDITION 

Preferred 
n Alternative 
q c men t Situation 

Figure 3-4. Long-term changes in vegetation condition under the 
Preferred Alternative. 



Range imprcvements and treatments proposed would be needed to implement management 

actions and would have positive impacts to vegetation. Many of the projected improvements 

would lead to improved livestock distribution and the production of better quality and 

quantity of Ilvestock forage and would have beneficial effects on livestock productlon. 

Additional forage may be produced as a result of timber and wood land harvesting. 

Vegetation, especial ly any T8E species, would be protected by designating the Dolores 

River Canyon WSA as wl I derness. 

Summary 

In the long term, the overal I types and productivity of forage species produced on 

public lands would improve under this alternative. 

Properly placing and designing improvement projects could lessen some of the possibly 

adverse impacts to vegetation. 

Soi I s and Water 

Impacts would be similar to those listed under the Resource Conservation Alternative, 

except that only the Dolores River Canyon WSA would be recanmanded for wilderness. 

Summary 

Implementing the Preferred Alternative would result in significant decreases in 
erosion, sediment, and salinity yields and would provide protectlon to domestic and 

mun ici pal water sources. 

Terrestrial Wi I d I I fe 

Impacts due to livestock grazing and oil and gas leasing are similar to those 

described under the Resource Conservation Alternative. 

Range and habitat condition could be expected to improve on 810,000 acres. As many 

as 9,040 acres would be treated under wildllfe prcgra funding. Approximately 12.4 miles 
of riparian habitat would be improved with lnstream structures and fencing. Water 

development would improve 11,200 acres of habitat. 

Lands disposal would eliminate 2.1 percent of existing wildlife habitat and 8 miles 

of rlparian habitat. Crucial big game winter range losses (600 ac) may be locally 

significant due to cumulative impacts primarily caused by private land development. 

Long-term impacts to big game migration routes between Durango and Bayfield are also due 
primarily to private land development. Disposing of 560 acres in those areas wi I I 

accentuate the prob I em. 
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Coal leasing would not significantly affect wildlife populations. Sand and gravel 

mining could have locally significant cumulative impacts on deer and elk herds east of 

Durargo in conjunction with pr ivate land development and pr lvate coal. 

Designating the Dolores River Canyon WSA as wilderness would protect undeveloped 

wildlife habitat and would not significantly affect implementing the wildlife 

program. Nondesignation for the other WSAs could result In road development and habitat 

loss associated with locatable mining activities. 

Wildlife habitat should benefit from the designation of the ACEC due to more 
intensive management. 

Summary 

Terrestrial wildlife habitat conditions should improve over the majority of the 

planning area due to more intensive management of wildlife habitat, livestock grazing, 

soils and water, and vegetation. River otters, bighorn sheep, bald eagles and peregrine 

falcons should benefit frun management protection. Land disposal could cause losses of 

riparian values and winter ranges. 

Aquatic and Riparian Wildlife 

As previously noted in the Resource Conservation Alternative, the development of AMPS 

will greatly benefit the aquatic and riparlan habitat resource. However, present downward 

trends are expected to significantly affect approximately 94 miles of aquatic habitat and 

will have unquantifiable impacts to an additional 306 miles of stream habitat. When AMPS 

are implemented, habitat conditions are expected to improve for reasons similar to those 

given under the Resource Conservation Alternative. 

It is anticipated that wildlife management activities wil I have significant, positive 
impacts to 94 miles of aquatic and riparian habitat. However, without further monitoring 

of the remaining 306 miles of stream habitat, impacts cannot be quantified. Unless 

activity plans and specific habitat improvements are developed and implemented, the trend 

toward deterioration wil I probably continue, especial ly on those stream miles where 
habltat qual ity is not of a hlgh enough pr lority to warrant improvement practices. 

Baseline data col lectlon is critical to incorporate aquatic and riparlan objectives into 

activity plans. These impacts are expected to be both significant and adverse, unless 

these baseline studies are conducted. 

Short-term, localized impacts are expected to be signif icant from constructing 

recreation faci I i ties. In addition, some long-term impacts to aquatic and riparian 
habitat from increased fisherman and visitor use wil I occur but are presently 

unquantifiable. Long-term, beneficial impacts are anticipated on those fisheries 

associated with portions of the San Miguel and Dolores rivers due to expected increases In 
public and interagency support for habitat improvement and HMP implementation. 

Soils and water management activities wil I result in long-term improvements to the 
aquatic and riparian habitat by decreasing sediment, salinity, and pollution caused by 

heavy metals. 
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Summary 

It is anticipated that I ivestock grazing activities nil I have some adverse impacts in 

the short term until AMPS have been implemented. As activity plans are completed, there 

should be Ioq-tens, beneficial impacts to at least 94 strea miles. Also, trends on the 

remaining approximately 306 miles of stream habitat should improve following baseline data 

collection and incorporating aquatic and riparian objectives into the AMPS. There wi I I be 

signif icant beneficial impacts due to wildlife management activities on approximately 94 

miles of strean habitat. However, the rsma ining 306 mi I es of strean habitat may have 

significant adverse impacts until inventories and(or1 monitoring are completed where 

areas which need improvement are identified and implemented. Retreat ion shou I d have 
beneficial impacts as should soils and water activities; no significant impacts are 

expected fran other activities, except mineral development, where impact assessments wi I I 

be considered on case-by-case bases. 

Livestock Grazing 

Under this alternative, an initial reduction of 22,461 AUMs is proposed on al I 

allotments, which would result in a decrease of 33 percent of the current active 

preference. These initial adjustments are needed to help achieve the management actions 

developed for each al lotment In the klw Category (see Appendix 9-A). Append ix 9-H 

displays the reconmended changes in AUMs for al I al lotments. 

The short-term impacts to livestock grazing are partial ly mitigated because during 
the 1980 through 1982 grazing seasons, non-use amounted to 13,881 AUMs. This non-use 

would be a portion of the initial downward adjustment proposed in this alternative. The 

impacts would therefore be somewhat mitigated since the net reduction from recent actual 

use would be approximately 7,580 AUMs. In the long term, 73,601 AU& would be available 
for livestock use or an increase of 13 percent of the current active preference. This 

projected increase of livestock forage is dependent on implementing grazing systems, 

I nstal I i ng range improvements, and establishing land treatments to increase forage 
productivity, improve distribution patterns, and convert potentially suitable sites to 

suitable sites. Table 3-8>sumrnarizes the initial and long-term changes proposed in 
current active preference. 

The impacts to each livestock operator would vary according to how grazing use in the 

allotment fits Into the yearlong ranch operation. Increases or decreases of more than 15 

percent of current authorized use would normal ly be phased in for a five-year period, thus 

allowing the operator to secure alternative pasture or forage andfor) to reduce herd size. 
Adverse impacts are projected on meeting AMP objectives on the Dry Creek Basin and 

Disappointment Valley AMPS due to managing horses in the Spring Creek f3asin area to keep 

their wild and free roaming status. 

Wilderness designation of\.the Dolores River Canyon WSA would have no significant 

short- or long-term impacts to livestock grazing management. 

Designation of the Anasazi Cultural Multiple Use Area as an ACEC would benefit 

I ivestock management through more intensive’ management. 
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Table 3-8. 
Changes in Grazing Use Under the Referred Alternative. 

Grazing use 

Total Net change in AUMs 

AUMs AUMs Percent 

Current active preference 64,232 -- -- 

Initial adjustment 42,771 -22,461 -33 
Long-term adjustment 73,601 +9.369 +13 

Source: BLM Data 1984. i 

Summary 

Short-term impacts to livestock grazing are partly mitigated by the non-use that has 

typical ly occurred; however, there would be losses to livestock operators due to lowered 

I ivestock production. In the long term, livestock operators should realize significant 

increases in livestock production. 

Through proper mitigation, most adverse impacts due to reductions to livestock 

grazing management could be avoided. Wi Id horse management could have long-term adverse 

effects on livestock grazing management. 

Wild Horses 

Under this alternative, a healthy, vlable population of 50 wild horses would be 

maintained in the Spring Creek herd area and al I horses would be removed frcm the Naturita 

Ridge herd area. 

The short- and long-term impacts to the Spring Creek herd are simi lar to those 
discussed previously under the Resource Conservation Alternative. Projected impacts to 

the Naturita Ridge herd are simi lar to those discussed under the Resource W i I ization 

Alternative. 

Forestry 

Range maintenance of existing chainings reduces the potential woodland production by 

eradicating young pinyon-juniper stands. Since this acreage is not part of the wood land 

base, these actions would have no impacts to the sustained yield harvest level. Chaining 

mature pinyon-juniper will reduce the sustained yield base. Livestock grazing management 

wil I chain 3,050 acres of pinyon-juniper in the next 10 years, which wi I I reduce the 

woodland base by 7 percent and result in a production loss of 92 cords per year over the 

long term. Assuming that chaining continues, the woodland base could be reduced over the 

long term. 
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Roller chopping of existing chaining for wildlife habitat improvement reduces the 

potential woodland production. Since this acreage is not part of the woodland base, these 

adlons would have no impacts to the sustalned yield harvest level. Burning and crushing 

stagnated oak stands can eventually result in species and growth more favorable to 

forestry. The impacts could not be considered significant. 

Withdrawals fran timber and woodland production Include the areas of Silverton, the 

Dolores River, Lemon Dam and Val lecito Lake, and Menefee and Weber mountain areas. Wood 
fiber production losses as a result of these withdrawals are approximately 126 MBF each 

year. When looking at the total timber and wood land production for the region, the yearly 

losses of 126 MBF are insignificant. 

Although no timber harvesting Is al lowed in the WSAs, the available forest land wil I 

remain in the sustained yield base until the area has been designated as wilderness. No 

available forest land was identified in the Dolores River Canyon WSA; thus, there would be 

no impacts to forestry. 

Road and pad construction as a result of mineral activities can have both beneficial 

and adverse impacts. The losses of production and improved access are so minimal that the 

impacts are not slgnif icant. 

Land disposal actions could reduce the cunmarclal .timber base by 23 percent and 

result in production losses of 148 MBF per year. The woodland base could be reduced by 11 

percent with a production loss of 140 cords per year, not significant impacts. 

Placlng commercial forest under intensive menagement should result in future yields 

that double the existing unmanaged stand yields. Timber yield increases associated with 

the smal I BLM timber base are insignificant when compared with total timber product ion for 

this region. Placing the woodland spacles under management is significant because, for 

the first time, the wood land base is recognized as a legit imate resource and wil I be 

managed for a sustained yield of wood fiber. 

Summary 

Total forest production loss associated with existing and proposed management action 

could be 390 MBF per year (780 cords/yr). When compared with the expected year I y demand 

of 35 MMBF and anticipated timber production by private, State and other Federal agencies, 

this loss is insignificant. Vegetation treatments by range and land disposal actions 

could reduce the woodland sustained yield base by 18 percent in the next 10 years. 
Continuing these actions would have substantial impacts over the long term. 

Recreation 

Livestock grazi rug, mineral resources, pub I ic land di sposal , WI I d Ii fe management and 

forestry impacts would be the same as those listed under the Resource Conservation 

Alternative. 

Historic motorized use in the Dolores River Canyon WSA could not continue because it 
would be closed to ORVs. In the long term, opportunities for wilderness recreation, 

controlled through intensive management, are no longer available in existing settings 
except in the Dolores River Canyon WSA. 
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Wilderness designation of the Dolores River Canyon WSA as wilderness would have 
long-term, positive impacts to recreation by continuing to provide primitive recreation 

experiences 1 n an ecotype not wel I represented in the WWPS. Nonwi I derness designation of 

the other seven WSAs could adversely affect the primitive recreation experience since 

mineral development would occur and associated roads and facilities could be constructed. 

Impacts to cultural resources would be similar to those listed under the Resource 

Utilization Alternative. Impacts to wi Id horses would be simi lar to those listed under 

the Resource Conservation Alternative for the Spring Creek herd and the same as the 
impacts listed under the Resource Utilization Alternative for the Waturita Ridge herd. 

Impacts to soils and water would be similar to those listed under the Resource 

Conservation Alternative, but wlth less positive influence on public experiences. 

The continued designation of the McEImo Rare Snake and Lizard RNA would have positive 
impacts to research occvring in the area. Continuing the present no-surface occupancy 

stipulations for oil and gas leasing would also have positive Impacts. 

ACEC designation of the Anasazi Cultural Multiple Use Area would have long-term 

impacts through increased visitor use and resource protection. Designation would provide 

increased opportunities for public recreation experiences and cultural resources inter- 

pretation and research. 

Summary 

Protecting and enhancing recreation resources by management and development 

restrictions would have long-term positive impacts to recreation. Wilderness designation 

of the Dolores River Canyon WSA and ACEC designation would have positive, long-term 
impacts to recreation opportunities and settings. 

Cultural Resources 

Managing portions of the Dolores River Canyon WSA as wilderness wil I have long-term, 

positive benefits for approximately 40 archaeologic and historic sites. Positive impacts 

due to access control and vandalism reduction wil I occur. Some sites wi I I be removed fran 

research but not from interpretation due to the seasonal recreation boating use. impacts 

wit I be beneficial and could be significant. Additional inventory for protect ion and 

stabilization could be delayed. Some increases in visitation can be expected, but a 

management plan wil I avoid impacts via visitor channeling and interpretation. 

Restrictive ORV use and no-surface occupancy stipulations for oil and gas leases or 

no leasing on Cross, Cahone and Squaw/Papoose canyons and the Tabeguache Creek area wil I 

have a significant beneficial effect on approximately 2,400 archaeologic and historic 

sites. Nondesignation of these four WSAs could al low increased development activities. 

The resultant development could heavily affect many sites due to increased vandalism. No 

significant impacts wil I result if patrol levels are adequate. There WI I I be no 

significant impacts to cultural resources due to nondesignation of Weber and Menefee 
mountains and McKenna Peak WSAs. 
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AMPS will have beneficial impacts to an unknown number of archaeologic and historic 
sites. Increases in allotment planning via projects, fences, and I ivestock distribution 
wil I reduce impacts to sites fran trampling, the primary impact of I ivestock grazing. 

Increases in numbers of livestock will likely have long-term significant effects on 

an unknown number of archaeologic and historic sites via trampling, especially in the 

Sacred Mountain area and near water resources. Intensive inventories near water sources 
and a strong data base in site areas will lessen impacts through avoidance; if these 

measures are undertaken, no significant impacts should occur. 

Maintaining 18,000 acres of vegetation treatment may have permanent negative effects 

on approximately 1,100 archaeologic and historic sites. Avoidance measures are assumed; 

however, inadvertent damage may occur in the Sacred Mountain area where site densities are 

especially high. A strong inventory base and close monitoring should avoid most of these 

impacts. 

New vegetation treatments to 22,000 acres may permanent1 y af feet approximately 1,400 

archaeologic and historic sites. Inadvertent damage to sites in high density areaso 

especial ly the Sacred Mountain area, may occur. Adequate inventories in these areas and 
intensively monitoring all projects will reduce these impacts so they are not significant. 

Maintaining and installing range improvement projects may have some impacts to an 

unknown number of archaeologic and historic sites. Any damage would be low and 

inadvertent. AL I projects wil I use avoidance via stipulations. Inadvertent damage wil I 

be much less if more supervision and monitoring are done. 

Managing Weber and Menefee mountain WSAs for recreation values and ORV closure wil I 

have long-term, beneficial impacts to approximately 10 archaeologic and historic sites. 

Some protection to these sites wil I be afforded via monitoring and management 

restrictions; thus, no significant impacts wil I occur. 

Managing the Silverton SRMA would be similar to those impacts listed under the 

Resource Conservation Alternative. 

Disposing of 21,800 acres of public lands will have no significant impacts to 

archaeologic, sacred, or historic sites. All impacts will be avoided or mitigated with 

Class I I I inventories and data recovery if needed. 

Managing public land for erosion and sediment control may have positive impacts to 

approximately 25 archaeologic and historic sites for the long term. Eros ion contra I 

meastres may prevent losses of al I or portions of these sites, which could be significant 

if control measures are targeted to cultural resources protection. Additional inventory 

wil I be needed to identify locations and needs. There is a low likelihood that 
inadvertent damage to approximately 200 archaeologic and historic sites may occur if 

adequate inventories are not canpleted and monitoring levels are low. 

Developing watershed management plans wil I likely have long-term, positive impacts to 

an unknown number of archaeologic and historic sites. Through management plans, effects 

on some sites from erosion can be avoided or mitigated before information losses occur. 
These impacts are probably not signif icant for the short term but could be for the long 

term. 
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Managing 46,000 acres for sal Inity control may have permanent Impacts to approxl- 

mately 180 archaeologic and historic sites. These would result from inadvertent activity 

related to project Instal lation and wi I I be greatly reduced with adequate inventories and 

close supervision in sensitive areas, all of which are in low site density areas. 

Inventory and mitigation of point sources of’ acid mine drainage in the Silverton area 

may have negative impacts to an unknown number of historic sites. Si rice most of these 

acid sources are mine portals, care will need to be taken to avold and mitigate impacts to 
any significant historic sites. If this and construction monitoring are done, no slgnifi- 

cant Impacts WI I I occur. 

With 4,710 acres per decade of ccmmercial and noncommercial forest sales, there is a 

moderate likelihood that approximately 100 archaeolcgic and historic sites wil I suffer 

some form of permanent damage. This wil I not be significant if adequate inventory data 

are accumulated to provide for their avoidance (and possibly mitigation) and If close 

supervision of the timber sales is undertaken. Inadvertent Impacts wil I Ii kel y occur in 

sane cases where increases in access WI I I bring vandals to the sites. These impacts are 

not expected to be high for the acreages proposed as they lie in low site density areas. 

Impacts due to wildlife management activities will be the same as those listed under 
the Current Management Alternative, except that habitat improvement projects may have 
permanent effects on 155 archaeologic and historic sites if inventory levels are low and 

monitoring personnel are unavailable. 

Impacts fran oil and gas and CO2 operations, DOE lease tracts, and hard rock mining 

are similar to those discussed in the Resovce Conservation Alternative. 

The Increasing levels of sand and gravel operations on Ewing Mesa will likely have 
permanent effects on approximately 25 archaeologic and historic sites. Sites directly 
affected by gravel operations will be mitigated if not assessed as valuable in place. No 

sign if icant impacts wi I I occur here. However, Inadvertent damage may occur to a few 

sites because of visibility and increases in accessiblllty to the public land on the mesa 

top. 

Coal leasing of 1,480 acres near Nucla wil I affect approximately 60 sites. Since 

this would be a strip mining operation, data recovery on al I sites may be needed. No 
significant impacts would occur, but data recwery would be costly. 

Coal leasing on 46,000 acres In the Durargo KRCRA may have permanent negative effects 

on approximately 280 archaeologic and historic sites. Since most mining here will be 
underground, impacts WI I I be primarily frcm increased access to mining activity, bringing 

increases in visitation and vandalism. Inadvertent losses should be minimal. More 

attention to avoidance and data recwery should be given to areas with high potential for 

subsidence and sites near access roads and mine portals, Site-specific inventories wil I 
be necessary. Most of this land is private surface and will require coordination with 

landowners for access to do cultural resources work. 

The designation of the Anasazf Cultural Multiple Use Area as an ACEC wil I have a 

positive impact to cultural resources through more intensive monitoring and supervision of 

the cultural resources. 
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Summary 

The Preferred Alternative WI I I have net beneficial Impacts to cultural resources 

through developing CRMPs and reductions in access. Livestock grazing plans and retreat Ion 

management WI I I also have overal I benef Its to cultural resources. Some remote areas WI I I 

be opened, If only briefly, for mineral entry access, and damages from vandals wil I be 

minimal as a result. Increases in patrol and monitoring mineral actions wil I benefit 

cultural resources in reducing vandalism. The Anasazl Heritage Center will improve 

cu I tural resources management, while also providing a focus for cultural resources 

education. 

The designation of the Anasazi Cultural Multiple Use Area as an ACEC will have a 

positive impact to cultural resources through more intensive monitoring and supervision. 

Vi sua I Resources 

Approximately 30 percent of the Important landscape areas within the planning area 

are not identified for special visual management. Impacts to scenic values could occur 

fron multiple resource development projects that would be al lowed with moderate to high 

visual contrast. 

Summary 

Other Important landscape areas would receive VRM Class I or I I management, wh Ich 

would tend to maintain visual resources on 70 percent of the Important landscape areas 

within the planning area. 

WI I derness 

Wilderness designation for the Dolores River Canyon WSA would have long-term, 

positive impacts to the wilderness resource, including enhancing natural values and adding 
to outstanding opportunities for solitude and primltlve recreation. 

Nonwilderness status for the other seven WSAs would have long-term, adverse Impacts 

to the wl I derness resource. Future mineral development and associated roads and 

facilities could significantly alter the natural landscape and opportunIt1es In the reglon 

for sol? tude and primitive recreation. Nondeslgnation of the seven WSAs would be a 
national long-term loss of ecological systems and landforms that are not currently part of 

or may never be included in the NWPS. 

Wildlife viewing opportunities would be enhanced in the Dolores River Canyon WSA by 

the reintroduction of bighorn sheep and river otters. 

A herd of 50 wild horses (the Spring Creek Basin herd) is to be maintained in the 

McKenna Peak area. No significant losses of supplemental values would occur. 

Implementing intensive grazing management in Cross Canyon and portions of the McKenna 
Peak WSAs could be long-term, irreversible and irretrievable losses of the wilderness 
resource. 
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Harvesting wood products would not be encouraged in the nonsuitable WSAs; however, 

limited impacts to wilderness values could occur due to removing wood products. 

Withdrawing al I forms of mineral entry on the Dolores River Canyon WSA wil I preserve 

and protect the natural landscapes. However, some pre-FLPMA mining claims or mineral 

leases could adversely affect the wilderness values in the Dolores River Canyon WSA should 

it be developed. 

The WSAs indicated as nonsuitable (Cross, Cahone, and Squaw/Papoose canyons, Weber 

and Menefee mountains, McKenna Peak, and Tabeguache Creek WSAs) could al I have mineral 

development that would adversely affect wilderness values. Coal and oil and gas 
potentially are found in association with the Weber and Menefee mountain WSAs. No coal 

development wil I be al lowed on the Weber and Menefee mountain WSAs, but pre-FLPMA oil and 
gas leases exist in both areas. The Cross, Cahone, and Squaw/Papoose canyon WSAs would be 

protected in the future frcm new oil and gas development; however, pr *FLPMA I eases ex i St 

which, i f developed, would significantly affect wilderness values. The potential is much 

less significant for the McKenna Peak and Tabeguache Creek WSAs to be developed for their 

mineral potential. 

locatable minerals could also have significant impacts to wilderness values. 

Pre-FLPMA mining claims exist in significant quantities in Tabeguache Creek, McKenna Peak, 

and Squaw/Papoose, Dolores River and Cahone canyon WSAs. The potential impacts from 

developing minerals could have significant, long-term irreversible, irretrievable impacts 

to the wilderness resource. No validity determinations have been performed on any of 

these mining claims. 

Six of the WSAs recommended unsuitable (except McKenna Peak) would receive Class I I 

vi sua I protect ion concern I ng construct ion of ROWS, which does not prec I ude development but 

provides high visual protection. Developing the ROWS could stil I possibly adversely 

af feet wi I derness values. 

Wilderness values could be degraded if significant projects are undertaken in the 

McKenna Peak WSA to correct erosion and sal I niiy problems. 

Summary 

The seven WSAs not recunmended suitable for wi I derness designation have a moderate to 

high potential for degradation of natural values if not designated wilderness, primarily 

as a result of mineral development. The potential is high for thls impact to occur In 

Cross, Cahone, and Squaw/Papoose canyons, Weber and Menefee mountains, and portions of the 

McKenna Peak WSAs. The impacts would be losses of solitude, primitive recreation, and 

diversity in the NWPS. 

Wilderness values would be enhanced by the wilderness designation of the Dolores 

River Canyon WSA as wilderness opportunities for solitude, primitive recreation, and 

diversity in the NWPS will be enhanced. 

Wilderness opportunities and values have a high,probabiIlty of being lost in the 

other WSAs due to mineral, range, and salinity management and could be considered 

permanent I osses of wi I derness resources. 
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Lands 

Impacts would be similar to those described under the Resource Conservation 

Alternatlve for land disposal, except approximately 2 percent of the public land would be 

disposed of andfor) consolidated. 

Fire 

Impacts would be similar to those listed under the Resource Conservation Alternative. 

Econon i cs 

The Preferred Alternative projects BLM investments of $2.3 ml I lion over a ten-year 

period with a moderate degree of management emphasis on al I resources. This level of 
investment and management emphasis would result in annual gains of approximately $13 

million in 1994 and $14 million In 2000 in increased total personal Income within the 
planning area. 

Improvements in vegetation condition and wildlife habitat would take place with only 

smal I increases in wildlife and I ivestock numbers for either the short or long term. 

Consequently, no substantial changes in hunting or grazing revenues are projected despite 

expenditures of $1 mil lion to I ivestock grazing, $530,000 to wildlife and $450,000 to 

soils and water projects. Improvements in vegetation condition and wildlife habitat could 

bring substantial returns. 

Revenues from fishing are expected to increase moderately given aquatic and rlparian 

habitat improvements and expenditures of $358,000. Management focus on recreation, 

tourism, and cultural resources reach their high with additional annual tourist 

expenditures increasing by $10 million. Oi I and gas product ion may be expected to 

increase moderately by an annual value of $1.5 million in 1994. 

Table 3-9 compares the economic effects of the Preferred Alternative to baseline 

projections for 1994 and 2000 and II lustrates expected changes in population, employment, 

per capita income, and total personal income brought about by projected hunting, grazlng, 

fishing, tourism, and oil and gas levels. 

BLM management of public land is shown in Table 3-9 to cause no greater than a 1.2 
percent change in any economic Indicator when vlewing the entire planning area. No 

significant impacts are projected within any econonic sector of the Individual counties 

within the planning area. However, a population Increase of more than 500 persons is 

projected to occur in Montezuma and La Plata counties by 1994 due to increased levels of 

tour i sm. Social changes are expected to be inconsequential given minimal economic 

changes. 
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Income 

sources 

Table 3-9. Econcanic Impacts Under the Preferred Alternative. 

Per capita Total personal 

1 ncome ( 1983 Income - (thousands 

Population Emp I oyment dol lars) of 1983 dollars) 

Year 1994 2000 1994 2000 1994 2000 1994 2000 

Hunt I ng 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Grazing 14 i5 4 4 -1 -1 34 40 
Fishing 3 2 77 79 -4 -4 1,268 1,391 

Tour i sm 1,143 1,274 525 542 -14 -16 10,229 11,089 

Oil 8 Gas 100 102 45 45 2 2 1,276 1,311 

Subtotal 1,260 1,393 651 670 -17 -19 12,807 13,831 

Base1 Ine 107,913 121,768 53,178 59,657 10,339 10,245 1,115,744 1,247,538 

Total 109,173 123,161 53,829 60,327 10,322 10,226 1.128.551 1,261,369 

Percent 
change 

1.2 1.1 1.2 1.1 0 0 1.1 1.1 

Note: See Appendix 8 for methodology. 
Source : BLM Data 1984. 
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SHORT-TEFIM USE VERSUS LONG-TER4 PRODUCTIVITY 

This section identifies the trade-offs between short-term use and long-term 

productivity of the resources involved in the alternatives. For this analysis, short term 

refers to the period involved for implementing the plan (within approx. 10 years) and long 

term refers to a 20-year period (unless otherwise noted under a specific resource). 

Energy and Minerals 

No leasing or withdrawal from mineral entry restrictions proposed by various 

resources wou I d create long-tenn, adverse effects on mineral development, wh ich wou I d vary 

by alternative from 1% to 15% of the planning area. 

Vegetation 

For al I alternatives in the short term, vegetation would be disturbed on vegetation 

manipulation areas, timber harvest sites, and mineral development locations. Vegetation 

disturbance could occur on more acreage under the Resource Ut i I ization Alternative. A 

sign if icant, long-term increase in vegetation product ion cou I d occur for the Resource 
Utilization and the Preferred alternatives. Vegetation cover would reestablish on 

disturbed areas,‘and there would be an increase in plant vigor, fores t 
reproduct ions, seed I i ng estab I i shment, litter accumulation, and overa I 

improvement. 

growth and 

I vegetation 

Soils and Water 

In the short term, soil losses would increase slightly fran vege t ation manipulation, 

timber harvesting, and mineral development under al I the alternatives. The most cruci a I 

shot-t-term soil losses would occur under the Resource Utilization Alternative. The least 

amounts of loss would result under the Current Management Alternative. In the long term 

(under al I alternatives, except for the Current Management AlternatIve), increased 

vegetation production and ground cover would significantly reduce soil losses, thus 

providing long-term net improvements to the soil resources. 

In the short term, water quality conditions would decline under al I alternatives 

because of vegetation manipulations and other soi l-disturbing activities. The Resource 
Utilization Alternative proposes the most manipulation projects. In the long term (for 
al I alternatives, except for the Current Management Alternative), water quality 

improvements would be expected because of water treatment projects and vegetation 

reestablishment. The Resource Conservation Alternative identifies the most projects that 

would increase water quality. 

Wildlife 

Terrestrial. In the short term, big game forage and habitat would decrease because 

of vegetation manipulation projects. The Resource Uti I ization Alternative proposes the 

most acres for manipulation. In the long term, as vegetation for forage and habitat 

reestablishes, only the Resource Utilization Alternative proposes a significant increase 

in big game populations. 
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Aquatic. In the short term, aquatic and riparian habitat could decline in quality, 

pending improved management actions, would be most noticeable in the Resource Utilization 

Alternative. Al I alternatives, except the Current Management Alternative, should improve 

aquatic and riparian conditions over the long term. 

Livestock Crazing 

In the short term, initial stocking rates of AUMs would be decreased because of 

vegetation manipulation projects, most evident in the Resource Conservation Alternative 

and least evident in the Current Management Alternative. In the long term, as vegetation 

cover is reestablished, forage productivity would increase, al lowing increases in 

available forage. These increases would not occur in the Current Management Alternative 

but would occur in the other alternatives, with the greatest increases occurring in the 

Resource U-t i I i zat ion Alternative. 

Wild Horses 

Short-term impacts to wild horses would be minimal under al I alternatives, except 

under the’ Resource Util izatlon Alternative, where the horses would be removed. Long-term 

impacts would be generally positive under al I alternatives except under the Resource 

Utilization Alternative. 

Forestry 

No sign if icant, short-term impacts would occur under any alternatives. The major 

long-term impact is increased production due to more intensive management of the forest 

resource, which would be most notable in the Resource Utilization and Preferred 

alternatives. 

Retreat ion 

In the short term, recreation activities on public land such as camping, hunting, 

, fishing, and boating would remain constant in al I the alternatives. In the long term, 

however, recreation opportunities could increase in al I alternatives. The increases would 

result through more access, better developed sites, increases in water yield and quality, 

and better big game habitat resulting in increased game population. The Resource 

Utilization Alternative proposes the largest increase in visitor use. 

Cultural Resources 

For al I alternatives In the short term, cultural resources could benefit because the 

increased project work would create cultural inventory needs and land clearances on lands 

that are affected by the projects. Increases in access brought about by the Resource 

Utilization Alternative and the Cu-rent Management Alternative wil I have signif icant, 

long-tetm adverse impacts due to increases in vandalism. The areas identified as emphasis 

areas would benefit in the short term and long term under all alternatives except under 

the Current Management Alternative. Al I other long-term effects to cultural resources 

would be insignificant. 
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WI I derness 

Wl lderness designation would provide for both short- and long-term protect Ion for 
ldentlfled wilderness values due to restrlctlons on development actlvltles. Deslgnatlng 

WSAs as wilderness would have long-term Impacts by preserving ecologlcal systems to 

benefit future generatlons. 

Nonwllderness deslgnatlon of the WSAs would have both short- and long-term adverse 

Impacts to the wilderness values by allowing mineral exploration and development and 

associated ROWS actlvltles. I 

Econcmics 

In the short term and long term, socioeconomic condltlons in the plannlng area would 

not be slgnlf lcantly affected by management proposals under any of the alternatives. 
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IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRI EVABLE COMMI MENT OF RESOURCES 

This section ldentifles the extent to which the alternatives would irreversibly limit 

potential uses of the land and resources. Irreversible and Irretrievable canmltments of 

resources occur when a wide range of future options is hindered. 

Energy and Minerals 

Designating existing WSAs as wilderness would result in irreversible and 

irretrievable losses of mlneral development In those areas. The leasing and mining of 

coal , oil 8 gas, CD2, and uranium and vanadium reserves would result in lrrererslble and 

Irretrievable losses of the resources that are extracted and the resources that would 

remain as unrecoverable. Extents of these impacts would vary greatly depending on 

devel opf ng the resovces. 

Soils 

Minor soil losses would be Irretrievably cctnmltted In areas of vegetation 

manipulation, timber harvesting, and mineral development. However, new soils would 

develop natural ly at slow rates. 

Terrestrial and Aquatlc Wildlife 

Wildlife habitat lost through land proposals, energy development, urban expansion, 

and project implementation would be irretrievably and Irreversibly lost. 

Cultural Resources 

Access Into renote regions of the planning area, especial*ly in the Squaw/Papoose, 
Cross-Cahone and the Dolores River canyons and the Tabeguache Creek areas wil I degrade the 

quality of these areas for the educational and recreation appreciation of their Important 

cultural resources. It will also have permanent, irreversible direct Impacts to a large 

number of sites due to vandalism. 

Lands 

Public land disposal would result In Irreversible and irretrievable losses of 

administrative control and public uses for all resource values. 

WI I derness 

Not des Ignat I ng existing WSAs would result In irreversible and Irretrievable losses 

of wi I derness values In those areas of regional and national sign if lcance. 

Net Energy Analysis 

A specific energy analysis was not performed for thls RMP/EIS because no major 

actions affecting specific sites are being proposed. A sIt*specIfic energy analysis will 

be included In the EIS or EA prepared for any major site-specific actions. A meaningful 

net energy analysls requires that a specific action be analyzed and some preliminary 

englneerlng data be available. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

CONSULTATION AND COOlUIlNATION 

Thls RMP was prepared by an lnterdl sclpl lnary tean of resource special I sts fran BLM’s 

San Juan Resource Area, Nontrose Dlstrlct and Colorado State Offlce. RMP wrltlng began In 

February 1983, which was preceded by steps which Included Issue Identlflcatlon, resource 

Inventories, Interagency coordlnatlon, and public partlclpatlon. Consultation and 
coordination with agencies, organlzatlons, and lndlvlduals have occurred In a variety of 
ways throughout the planning p-ocess. 

Consistency with Other Plans 

The BLM plannlng rqulatlons require that RMPs be ~~conslstent wlth offlclal ly 

approved or adopted resource-related plans of other Federal agencies, State and lodal 

govermnents, and lndlan tribes, so long as the guidance and resource management plans are 
also consistent with the purposes, pollcles, and programs of Federal laws and regulatlons 

appl lcable to public land...” Several act Ions have occurred to try to ensve that this 

consistency requirement was met. Letters requesting copies of plans or pollcles 
concerning the public land have been sent to al I counties and Indian tribes that have 

slgnlflcant Involvement In the RMP. Montrose County responded with a copy of thelr land 

use plan which does not apply to thls RMP area. In addltlon, the major counties were 

briefed on the resovce alternatives In September 1983 to gather Input concerning their 

desires and plans. The Colorado Department of Natural Resources was contacted and briefed 

on the alternat Ives In December 1983. The above-mentIoned groups, counties, and agencies 

wll I receive copies of the draft RNP and wll I be asked for conments. 

Hovenweep Plan 

The personnel at Hovenweep Natlonal Monument are currently developing a management _ 
plan conslderlng a variety of alternatives, due to be released for public cunment In the 
summer of 1984. One of the alternatives being considered Is to expand the monuments to 

Include public land. The BLM Is knowledgeable about thls proposed alternatlve; we have 

not Incorporated thls adlon into our plan because their plan has not been subjected to 

public rwlew and a final plan has not been developed. If aKpandlng the monument becanes 

thelr proposed action, then a plan amendment would Ilkely have to occur on thls RMP to 

Incorporate their proposal prlor to any act Ion being undertaken. 

Cooperatlng Agency 

The San Juan National Forest has requested to be a cooperating agency on the land use 
plan due to an exchange of land that occurred on October 31, 1983, between the Bureau of 

Land Management and the U.S. Forest Service. Congress author lzed In Publ Ic Law 98-14 1 an 

exchange of lands located general ly In the Lemon Dam and Val leclto Lake area, Sllverton 
area, and along the Upper Dolores River (see Appendlx 1). The exchange was undertaken to 

Improve management on thDse public lands. 

Because the exchange occurred after the San Juan National Forest Plan was finalized, 
the BLM land use plan Is being used to analyze alternatlyes and provide guidance on the 
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lands to be managed by the Forest Service. Appendlx 1 gives a detailed descrlptton of the 

land use planning guldance for both the tracts of land being transferred from BLM to the 

U.S. Forest Service and those lands being transferred fran the U.S. Forest Service to BLM. 

Anasazl Advlsory Commlttee 

Purpose of Ccmmlttee 

The Anasazi Mvlsory Canmlttee was formed by U.S. Congressman Roy Kogovsek (Third 

Dlstrtct-Colorado) In late 1981. The conml ttee was selected In response to a government 

proposal for legislation to create a Natlonal Conservation Area (CA) and consists of 

southwestern Colorado residents representing dlverse interest groups. 

The proposal for creating a WA involved 217,000 acres of public land under BLMls 

Jurlsdlctlon in southwestern Colorado. The proposed area contal ns s Ign I f lcant numbers of 

archaeolcglcal sites, which are cultural remnants of Anasazl habi tatlon that date between 

A.D. 500 to A.D. 1300. The NCA des ignatlon sought to protect and perpetuate a un ique 

cultural resource while ensurlng long-term use and development of such other natlonal 

resource values as 01 I and gas, CC2, coal, uranium, grazing, and other uses. 

Congressman Kogovsek did not perceive a clear deftnitlon of the problem or the need 

for an RCA; therefore, he establl shed a grassroots canmlttee and charged them to def Ine 

the causes of the problems and ways to resolve those problems. 

The canml ttee f lnlshed their tasks in October 1983 and made the fol lowl ng recommenda- 
tions (a conplete conmlttee report Is avatlable in BLMls San Juan Resource Area Offlce): 

1. Malntaln the multlple use concept admlnistered by BLM. 

2. Protect the archaeological and cultural resources fran continued erosion through 

I lmlted access, stronger enforcement, I lmittng huntlng actlvltles and increased 

BLM patrol and monllorlng of the area. 

3. Manage al I resources through a conprehensive management plan developed 

speclflcally for the Sacred Mountain Planning Unit. 

4. Develop an tntegrated network of educatlonal programs coordinated through the 

Anasazl Heritage Center. 

5. Malntaln and stab1 I Ize archaeologlcal sites. 

6. Develop a cooperative program with other government agencies. 

7. Establish an advlsory board for the Sacred Mountain Planning Unit to Insure local 

input for all multiple use actlvltles. 

8. Request that Congressman Kogovsek and his staff monitor closely the planning and 

the budgeting actlvtties of the BLM in the area. 
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Affected Areas 

The San Juan-San Miguel RMP contains a highly diverse planning area. The following 

counties, states, national forests, Indian tribes, national parks and monuments, and BLM 

resource areas are either contained in the area or are immediately adjacent. 

Counties/State National Parks/Monuments 

Colorado Co I orado 

Archuieta 

Dolores 

La Piata 

Mesa 

Montezuma 

Montrose 

San Juan 

San Miguel 

New Mexico 

Hovenweep Nat ionai Monument 

Mesa Verde National Park 

Indian Tribes/State 

Jicaril la Apache, New Mexico 

Navajo, Ar I zona/New Mexico/Utah 

Southern Ute, Colorado 

Ute Mountain Ute, Colorado/New Mexico 

Rio Arriba 
BLM Resource Area/State 

Utah 
Colorado 

San Juan 

National Forests/State 

Al amosa 

Grand Junction. 

Gunnison 

Uncompa hgre 

Colorado 

New Mexico 

Gunnison 

Rio Grande 

San Juan 

Uncompa hgre 

Farmi ngton 

Taos 

Utah 

Utah 

Mant I-La Sal 

Grand 

Monticello 

Public Participation 

A Federal Register not ice was pub1 I shed on January 5, 1980, that announced the formal 

start of the planning process. A prel iminary list of issues was presented to the publ ic 

In a series of workshops in early 1981; these issues were then refined to nine main issues 

based upon public Input and BLM professional opinion. 

The flnal list of planning Issues and criteria was sent to the public in the June 

1983 San Juan Resource Area Bulletin. Three meetings were held in June 1983 to di scuss 

the grazlng al iotmant categorization process to the livestock users. A newsletter, with 
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approximately 800 people on the matiing list, has been sent out quarterly since the spring 

of 1983 to keep the pubi ic informed of planning actions. Three pub I ic workshops were held 

in September 1983 to discuss the piannlng aiternatlves. 

Numerous other coordi natlon meetings, telephone cai is, personal contacts, etc. have 

occurred in deveioplng this RMP. Records of many of these contacts are found In the San 

Juan Resource Area flies. 

Distribution 

Copies of this document have been sent to the foi iowlng agencies, businesses, and 
interested groups for their review and conments: 

Federal Agencies 

U.S. Department of Agr Icu I ture 

Agrlcuiturai Stabi I I rat ton and Conservat Ion Service 

Grand Mesa-Unconpahgre-Gunnison National Forest 

Manti-La Sal National Forest 

San Juan National Forest 

Sol I Conservation Service 

U.S. Department of Energy 

U.S. Environmental Protectton Agency 

U.S. Department of the interior 

Bureau of Indian Affairs 

Bureau of Land Management 

Bveau of Reclamation 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Mesa Verde National Park 

Western Area Power Adml n I strat Ion 

Counties (Colorado unless otherwlse Indicated) 

Archuieta 

Do I ores 

La Piata 

Mesa 

Montezuma 

Montrcee 

Rio Arriba (New Mexico) 

San Juan (Colorado and Utah) 

San Miguel 

Universltles 

Chadron State Coi iege 

Colorado State Un lversity 

Colorado, University of 

Fort Lewl s Cot I ege 
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Universities (continued) 

II Iinois, University of 

Minnesota, Un Iversity of 

Northwest Un ivers I ty- I I I1 nOi s 

Utah, University of 

Western State Cal iege 

Indian Tribes 

Jicarii la Apache 
Navajo Nation 

Southern We Tribe 

Ute Mountain Ute Tribe 

Local Political Organizations 

Local and Regional Mayors 

Local and Regional Town and City Councils 

Montezuma County Energy Impact Coordinator 

New Mexico Game and Fish Department 

State Clearinghouses (Colorado, New Mexico, and Utah) 

State Governors of Colorado, New Mexico, and Utah 

Representat Ives and Senators f local and regional 1 

Colorado Organizatlons and Agencies 

Archaeoicgical Society 

Association of 4-WD Clubs 
Board of Land Ccmmi ssioners 

Department of Agriculture 

Department of Local Affairs 

Department of Natural Resources 

Department of State Highways 

Division of impact Assistance 

Division of Wiidiife 

Farm Bureau 

Hi storicai Societies 

Land Use Ccmmiss ion 

Mining Association 

Mountain Club 
Native Plant Society 

Natural Areas Program 

Natural Her I tage Inventory 

Off Ice of Energy Conservtion 
Off ice of Hi sloric Preservation 

Open Space Councl I 
River Outf I tters 

Water Conservat Ion Board 
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Colorado Organizations and Agencies (continued) 

Western Area Council of Governments 

Wildlife Federation 

Wool Towers Associ at ion 

industry and Organizations 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 

American Ml n ing Congress 

American Wilderness Al iiance 

Amer igas 

Amoco Production Company 

Anaconda Copper 

Anschutz Corporation 

Archuieta County Cattlemen’s Association 

Arc0 Coal Company 

Atlantic Richf ieid Company 

Benham Group 

Center for WI id Horse and Burro Research 

Centuries Research 

Champi in 

Chevron Geosciences Company 

Club 20 

Colorado-Llte Electric Association 

Complete Archaeological Services Association 

Conservation Library 

Consolidation Coal Company 
Cotter Corporation 

Crow Canyon School 

Cugnini Land and Cattle Company 

Del ta-Montrose AVS 

Division of Conservation Archaeology 

Durango Hei icopters/Powder Guides 

Durango Regional Planning Canmission 

Empire Electric Association, inc. 

Energy Fuels Coal Corporation 

Env I rormentai Stud I es Group 

Exxon Minerals Canpany 

Farmers Mutual Telephone Cunpany 

Fiat irons Surveyi ng 

Forest 01 I Corporation 

Friends of the Earth 

Gilbert/Commonwealth Association 

Gi over Canmun icat ions 

Gold Cup Exploration, inc. 

Grace, W. R., d Co. 

Grand River institute 

High Country Drifters 
High Country News 

Hotchkiss Woolgrowers 
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Impact Energy, Inc. 

InternatIonal Research and Evaluation 

Jlcaril la Archaeological Servtces 

Kelmlne Corporation 

Land Protect ion Assoclatlon, Inc. 

La Plata County Cattlemen’s Association 

Library of Congress 

Love, Wll llam B. Appraisals Inc. 

Manccs Cattlemen’s Association 

Marathon 011 Company 

MCOR 011 and Gas Corporation 

Mined Land and Reclamation Divlslon 

Ml neral s Recwery Corporation 

Mi ttel hawser Corporation 

Mob11 Producing Texas and New Mexico Inc. 

t-401 ycorp, Inc. 

Mountain Bel I 

Nat lonal Conservation Area Commiss Ion 

National King Coal 

National Oil Company 

Natlonal WI ldll fe Federation 
Natural Resovces Defense Council 

Nature Conservancy, The 

Northland Research, Inc. 

Northnest Pi pel I ne Corporation 

OccIdental Oil Shale, Inc. 
Perma MI n I ng Corporatlon 

Petroleum In format ion Corporat ion 

Pioneer Coal Canpany 
Public Lands Citizens’ Advisory Canmission 

Richards & Richards 

San Juan Audubon Society 
San Juan Basln Research Center 

Sefel Geophysics 

Shel I 01 I Company 

Shel I Pipeline 

Slerra Club, The 

Southwest Board of Cooperative Services 

Southwest Forest lndustri es 

Standard Metals Corporation 

Tera Corporat Ion 

Texas Eastern Gas Pipeline Company 

Union Carblde Corporatlon 

Union Texas Petroleum Corporat Ion 

Unlverslty of Colorado Wilderness Study Group 

Western Cultural Resowce Management 
Western Nut /ear, Inc. 

Wi I derness Socl ety , The 

WI I d Horse Organ lzed Assistance 

Wlldllfe Management, Inc. 
Woods Canyon Archaeolcglcal Consultants 

Woodward-Cl yde Consultants 
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(years) 

nt (4 l/2 yrs); 

Quality Specialist (2 l/2 yrs) 

Archaeologist (6 yrs); 

of Rockies-Bozeman (1 yr); 

archaeologist (3 l/2 yrs) 

8 nonprofit (7 yrs); 

lot- I al ass1 stant 

editor (5 yrs) 

Specl al 1 st (8 yrs) ; 

SFS-Range Conservationist (1 yr); 

Assistant, UC Davis (2 yrs) 

fe Biologist (6 yrs) 

yrs) 

yrs) 

yrs) 
List of Reparers 

Name 

Plannl ng 

responsl bl I itv Education Experience 

Scott F. Archer Air Quality/Climate BS, Env 1 rormental EPA-Consulta

Science 8 Chemistry BLM-Air 

Kristle Arrl ngton Cultural Resotrces BA, Archaeology 8 Zoology, 

Montana State U. 

Linda V. Branch Wr 1 ter/Edi tor-- 
Coordi nakr 

BA, Technical Jovnali sm, 

Cola. State Univ.; 

Teach1 ng certi f Icate, 

Erg Ii sh, Ft. Lewis Cal iege 

Kathryn Bu Ii nski Lards 8 Realty BS, Rarge 8 Wildland Science, 

Univ. of Call f. at Davis 

Clair Button Wi ldli fe 

Jeff Cameron Fisheries Blologlst 

Carmen Dunn 

Bruce FI 1 nn 

Fire Mgmt. Officer 

mP/ElS Team Leader 

BS, Natural Resources; 

Univ. of Michigan 

BA, Biological Science, 

Cal If. State U. at Sacranenlo; 
O-adwte School, Oregon State 

Univ., Fisheries/EntcnnoIcgy 

BS, Rarge 

BS, Forest (Retreat lo n) , 

Colorado State Univ. 

BLM-SJRA 

hseum 

MSU field 

Newspapers 

BLM-Ed1 
d writer 

BLM-Realty 

BLM b U

Research 

BLM-Wild11 

BLM (12 

BLM (3Of 

BLM (10 



Li st of Preparers (Conti rued h 

Name 

Roy Hayes 

Planni ng 
responsl bi I ity Education Experience (years) 

Access 8 Transportation 21 yrs Govt. Service; BLM (17 yrs) 

Robert Kershaw Ml neral s =, Geol%lv BLM-Resource Area Geolcgist (7 YrS) 

Lori Pivonka 

Livl ngston 

Recreation Technic1 an BS, Natural Resources d 

Retreat Ion, 

Colorado State Univ. 

USFS (1 yr) 

Chip Marlow Outdoor Retreat IO n 

Planner 

N Franc1 sco Mendoza Visual Resovces 

Dennis Murphy Water Resources 

Ray Crazem Forestry 

Barbara Ransey Word Rocessor 

BS, Forest Recreation 8 

Park Mgmt.; 

MS, Recreation 8 Park Mgmt., 

Southern I I Ii noi s Univ. 

BS, Landscape Architectwe, 

Univ. of Arizona 

BS, Forest Waters bed Mgmt., 

1 yr. Graduate School, 

Utah State Univ. 

BS, Forest Recreation, 

Colo. State Univ. 

bs.1 ness Adm., 

Pratt Canmunlly Col lege 

BLM-Recreation Planner (12 yrs) 

Heritage Conservation 8 Recreation 

Service (Outdoor Recreation Planner) 

(3 yrs); 
BLM-Lardscape Architect (3 yrs) 

BLM-Hydrologist (6 yrs) 

BLM (14 yrs) 

Editorial Assistant/Word Processor, 

Kansas State University; 

Federal Trade Canmission, 

USGS, 8 BLM (10 yrs) 



LI St of Preparers (Conti rued ) 

Name 

P lanni rg 

responsibi I Ity Education Exper lence (years) 

Carlos Rcmaniel lo Econon Its MS, Agricultural Econcmics, U. of Ar IzonbEconcmi st (2 yrs); 

U. of Arizona Foreign Aglcultual Service (1 l/2 yrs); 

ELM-Econanlst (2 l/2 yrs) 

Doug Scott Archaeolql st ES, Anttropo I cgy; 

PhD, Anthropology; 

U. of Colorado 

ELM-Archaeolcgl st (8 yrs) 

Jon Wesley Serirg WI I der ness Resource 

w 

% Geogr 2p fv , 
Callf. State Univ. at 

Lorg Beach ; 

MS, Geography/WI I derness Mgmt; 

Univ. of Idaho 

USFS-WI lderness Ranger (8 yrs); 

BLM-Wll derness Coordl nator (7 yrs) 

Ed Slfgleton Natural Resource 

Specl a It st 

BS, Rarge Manqement, 

New Mexico State Univ.; 

some Graduate School in 

Ra nge Ma n ageme nt 

USFS (3 yrs); 
BLM (7 yrs) 

Bob Stanger Ra nge BS, Conset-vat ion, 

Idato State Univ. 

BLM-Range Conservation (8 yrs) 

Al Tohil I Range BA, General Biology, 

Hastl ngs Cal lege 

ELM-Raqe Conservation (8 yrs) 

Wil llam Ypsilantis Sol Is BS, Forest Management, BLM (7 yrs) 

Mlchlgan Technolcglcal Univ.; 

MS, Forest/Sol Is, 

Unlv. of Idaho 



ACRE-FOOT-Quantity of water or other mate- 
rlal required to cover 1 acre to a depth of 

1 foot or a volume of 43,560 cubic feet. 

ACTUAL USE-Use made of forage on any area 

by livestock andfor) wlldllfe without 

reference to permitted or reccmmended use. 

ALLOTMENT-Area of land designated and 

ma naged for I I vestock graz I ng . 

ALLOTMENT MANAGEMENT PLAN (AMP)-Document 

program which applies to I lvestock 

operatlons on the public lands, prepared In 

consultation, cooperation, and coordlnatlon 
wlth the permIttee( lessee(s), or other 

affected Interests. 

ALTERNATIVE-One of several pollcles, plans 
or projects proposed to formulate 

alternatives and to estimate various 
Impacts and effects. 

ANIMAL UNIT MONTH (AUkI)-Amount of forage 
necessary for the sustenance of one anlmal 

for one month, e.g., one deer for one month 

equals one deer AUM. 

AQUATIC-Llvlng or growlng In or on a stream 
or other water body or source. 

AREA OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN 

(ACEC)-An area where special management 
attentlon Is requl red to protect and 

prevent Irreparable damage to Important 

historic, cultural, or scenic values, flsh 

and wlldllfe resources, or other natural 
systems or processes or to protect I Ife and 

safety from natural hazards. 

AREAS OF CRITICAL MINERAL POTENTIAL (ACMPI- 
Area Identified and ncmlnated by the public 

as having slgnlflcant mlneral potentlal. 
In thls case, slgnlflcant means that the 

mineral resources are Important to the 
local, Peg lonal , or natlonal econany or 

could become Important In the future. 

GLOSSARY 

BASEFLOW-Water that enters stream channel 

fran spr lngs or ground water seepage. 

BASIN-Land area dralned by a river and Its 
trlbutarles. 

BEDROCK-Any sol Id rock under I yl ng sol I D 

sand, clay, silt, and any other earthly 
materials. 

BIG GAME-Larger species of wild animals that 

are hunted, such as elk, deer, blghorn 
sheep, and pronghorn antelope. 

BOARD FOOT-Measure of amount of timber 

equivalent to a piece 12” x 12” x 1”. 

CARRYING CAPACITY-Also known as stocking 
rate; estimate of maximum number of anlmals 

(expressed In AUMs) a given area can support 

each year without lnduclng damage to 

vegetatlon or related resources. 

CHANNEL EROS I ON-Process of erod I ng perenn I al 
or Intermittent drainage channel and banks 

by natural forces of flowlng water. 

CHEMICAL WATER QUALITY-Measurements of 

chemical parameters (alkallnlty, dissolved 

oxygen, dl ssolved Iron, etc.) used to 

describe water quality. 

CHERRYSTEM-FlngerIlke.lntruslons into a WSA 

that are not part of the WSA; for example, 
an access road. 

CIST-Box or chest especially used for sacred 
utensils In prehlstorlc tombs or caskets. 

CLEAR CUTTING-Even-aged sllvlcultural system 

In which old crop Is cleared at one time; 

regeneration Is general ly natural through 
seed1 ng from adjacent stands OP from 

cone-bearing slash. 

COAL UNSUITABILITY CRITERIA-Regulations 
developed by BLM which use ablllty of an 
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area’s surface resources to accept or Prehistoric and historic sites that are 

absorb impacts of coal mining activities as recorded as cultural resovces have 

means to detennl ne sui tabi I ity or 
unsuitabl I I ty of area for coal ml ni ng. 

CONTRAST-Ef feet of str I ki rg di f ference i n 
form, line, color, or texture of landscape 

features wi thi n area bei ng VI ewed. 

CRITICAL RANGE-Range on which species 

depends for survival; there are no 

alternative ranges available due to cl imate 
cortlltlons or other llmitlrg factors. 

CRUCIAL WINTER RANGE-That portion of WI nter 

range to which wildlife species are 

conf 1 ned dur I rg periods of hem, lest snow 

cover. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES-Those fragi le and 

nonrenewable remains of human activity, 

occupation, or endeavor reflected In 

districts, sites, structures, buildlqs, 

objects, art1 facts, ruins, works of art, 

architecture, and natural features that 

were of Importance in human events. 

Consist of (1) physical remains, (2) areas 
where sign1 f icant human ewnts occtrred-- 

even tl-ough evidence of event no larger 

remalns, and (3) envlronnent Immediately 

surrarndi rg resource. 

CULTURAL RESOURCE I NVENTORY-Descr Ipt ive 

listing and documentation, Including photo- 

graphs and maps, of cultural resources; 

Included are processes of locating, identi- 

fyi rg, and recordi rg sites, structures, 
buildings, objects, and districts through 

I ibrary and archival research, i nfonnation 

from persons knowledgeable about cuitvai 

resources, and varyi rg levels of intensity 

of on-the-ground f I el d surveys. 

CULTURAL RESOUXE SITE-Physical locat ion of 
past human activities or events. Cultural 

resource sites are extremely variable In 

size and rarge fron location of single 

cultual resovce obJect to cluster of 
cultural resource structures with 

associated objects and featves. 

soclocultural or scientific values and meet 

general critertlon of bel ng more than 50 

years old. 

CULTURAL SURVEYS- 

Class I: Revlew and compilation of known 

cultural resource data. 

Class I I: Sample-riented field inventory 

(3% to 15%). 

Class I I I: Complete surface inventory of 
speclflc area (intensive--100%). 

CURRENT-Refers to 1984 when used I n this 

WP. 

CLRRENT AUTHORIZED USE-t&-rent act Ive 

grazig preference fin AUMs). 

CURRENT ACTIVE PREFEREkCE-Total number 

(actlve and suspended noruse) of AUMs of 

livestock grazl q on public land apportioned 

and attached to base property owned or 

corrtroi led by a permi ttee. 

DIRECTIONAL ORI LLINX!rIl Ii ng borehole 
wherein course of hole is planned before 

dril II rg. Such holes are usual ly drii led 

with rotary equipment at an angle to the 

vertical and are useful in avoid1 ng 

obstacles or in reaching side areas. 

DIVERSITY-Relative degree of abundance of 

wi I d Ii fe specl es, p I ant speci es, conmun i- 

ties, habitats, or habitat features per unit 

of area. 

EASEMENT-Right afforded a person or agency 

to make limited use of another’s real 

property for access or other purposes. 

ECOLOGICAL-F’ertalniq to subspecles or race 
that is especially adapted to particular set 

of environmental cordi tions. 

ECOSYSTEM-A canmunity wh lch I ncludes al I 

component organisms, together with associ- 

ated erwlrormental factors, and forms an 
I nter act I ng system. 
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EGRESS-Act or r Ight of ccani rg out. 

EMPHASIS AREA-Area where part icu I ar resource 

such as wildlife habitat, would receive 

management emphasis or priority; It is 

either unique, significant, or best suited 

for development, management, use, or protec- 

tlon of a resource. Principles of multiple 

use and sustained yield would be maintain4 

In each emphasis area; In addition, many 

different uses are al lowed. Other land uses 

would have limits placed on them to prevent 

conflicts with the priority resource. 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSES94ENT (EA)-Anal ysi s of 

all actions and their predictable short- and 

I erg-term erw I rormental effects, wh ich 

include physical, biological, economic, and 
social factors and their interactions. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (EISI-Version 

of the statement of environmental effects 

required for major Federal actions under 

Sectlon 102 of NEPA and released to the 

public and other agencies for comment and 
rev1 ew. It is a formal document that must 

fol low requiranents of NEPA, CEQ guldel I nes, 

and directives of the agency responsible for 

the proposed project or plan. 

EROSION CONDITION CLASS-Classification 

system for rank1 ng soil erosion in 

I ncrenents of 20 poi nts: O-20 = stable; 

21-40 = sl Ight; 41-60 = moderate; 61-80 = 

critical ; and 81-100 = severe. 

EXCAVATIONGontroI led scientlfIc removal of 

artifacts and recording of data h-an 
subsurface cultural resource deposits. 

EXTENSIVE RECREATION MANAGEMENT AREA (EFU4A)- 

I n these areas, s lgni f icant retreat ion 

opportunities and problems are Iimlted and 

intensive recreation management is not 

requl red. Minimal management actions are 

adequate. 

EYRIE-Nesting site of bird of prey, as an 

eagle or a hawk. 

FmLANDS-Arab le lands current1 y under 
cultivation. 

FLOOOPLAI N-Near I y level al I uvl al plai n that 

borders a stream and .I s subject to I nunda- 

tlon during high water. Minimum area 

I ncluded I s that subject to a 1% (loo-year 

recwrence) or greater chance of flooding in 

any given year. 

FLUVIAL-Of or pertal nirg to rivers. 

FORAGE-Al I browse and herbaceous foods that 

are available to grazing animals; may be 

grazed or harvested for feedi t-g. 

FOREGROUND-MI WLEGROUND-Area vi sib le frun a 

travel route, use area, or other observer 

position fron a distance of 3 to 5 miles 

(VRM term). 

FOREST SET-ASIDES-Rodudive forest lands 

that, because of other conflicts, are wlth- 

drawn from the BLM al I owab le harvest base. 

GABION-Wire mesh basket fil led with rocks 
and used to protect erodl ble streanbanks or 

used to create dams, deflectors, or other 

i nstrea structures. 

GRAZING SYSTEM-Systenatic sequence of 

grazing treatments applied to an al lotmant 

to reach identified multiple use goals or 

objectives by Improving quality and quantity 

of vegetation. 

GRAZING TREATMENT-Prescr Ipt Ion under a 

grazing system which grazes or rests a unit 

of lard at particular times each year to 

attai n speci f ic vegetation goals. 

GROUND COVER (SOI L)-Mater i al coveri ng soi I 

and providing protection fran, or resistance 

to, impact of ral ndrcps, expressed in per- 

cent of area cwered. Canposed of vegeta- 

tion, litter, erosion pavement, and rock. 

GROUND WATER-Subsurface water occupy1 ng 
saturation zone, fron which wel Is ati 



sprirgs are fed (strictly speaking, only 

refers to water below water table). 

HABITAT-Specific set of physlcal conditions 

that svround si rg le species, group of 

species, or large canmunity. In wlldlife 

management, major conponents of habitat are 

food, water, cover, and living space. 

HABITAT MANAGEFENT PLAN (HP)-Wrltten and 

official ly approved plan for speclflc geo- 

graphic area which identifies wild II fe 

habi tat ard related objectives, estab I I shes 

consequence of actlons for achievi rg objec- 

tives, and out11 nes procedures for 

evaluatl ng accomplishments. 

IMPACT EREAMATION-Artful process of 

neoreal I stic airgrabulation of datum and 

colonical ly proJecti ng the raml f lcations of 

cosmic real I ty i n an analytical format. 

IMPRINTS-Evidence of past presence, such as 

a foot bridge across a creek I n an other- 

wise pristine setting. 

I NGRESS-Act of enter I rg . 

I NTENS I VE MANAGEME NT-Ma nag i rg vegetat IO n or 
other resou-ce through a system to obtain 

desired results. 

I NTEFM ITTENT STREAM-Strean which f I ows onl y 

at certain times of the par when It 
receives water frcm sprlrgs or from some 

surface sovce such as melting snow 1 

mountai nou s areas. 

INTERPRETIVE SITES-Developed site al 

broad range of natval or cultval h 
is 1 nterpretsd or described for pub1 

8 njoyment. 

n 

which 

story 

C 

KNOWN QOLOG IC STRUCTlME (KGS I-Tr ap I n 

which an accumulation of oil and gas has 

been discovered by drilling and which is 
determined to be productive, the limits of 

which include all acreage that Is presump- 
tively productive (43 CFR 3100.0-5Ial). If 

lands are underlain by a “known geologic 

structure” (KGS), they may be leased only 
through a competltlve system. 

KNOWN RECOVERABLE COAL RESOIJXE AREA 

(KRCRA)-Area that Includes Federal lands 

that neet minimum standards for recoverable 

coal accordance WI th accepted mi nit-g 

practices, as determined by the Director of 

the USGS. The Federal lands In a KRCRA are 

classlfled for coal leasing. 

LEASABLE MINERALS-Minerals such as coal, 01 I 

shale, oil ani gas, and al I other minerals 

that may be acquired under the Mineral 

Leasing Act of 1920, as amended. 

LEASE-Instrument through wh lch interests are 

transferred from one party to another, 

subject to certain obligations anl 

cons iderat Ions. 

LICENSED USE-Active use AUMs that a 

permlttee has paid for during given grazing 

period. 

LITHIC SCATTER-Stone debris left as result 

of tool manufacture or reshaping. 

LOCATABLE Ml NERALS-MI neral s that may be 
acquired under the MI ni ng Law of 1972, as 

ane nded . 

MBF-One thousand board feet of timber. 

MESA-A tablelad, a flat-topped mountain or 

other elevation bounded on at least one side 

by a steep cliff. 

MITIGATION-AI levlation or lessening of 

possible adverse effects on a resovce by 
app I yl ng appropr i ate protective measures or 

adequate scienti f Ic study. 

t#BF-One nil lion board feet of timber. 

MULTIPLE USE-Management of public lands and 

their various resource values so they are 

used In the comb1 nation that wi I I best meet 

the present and future needs of the American 

people. 
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NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES- 
Official list, established by the Hlstorlc 

Preservation Act of 1966, of the nation’s 

cultual resovces worthy of preservation. 

NATIRALNESS-Refers to area which “ganeral ly 

appears to have been affected pr imar I I y by 

the forces of nature, with the Imprint of 

man’s work substantial ly unnoticed,le~8 

(Sec. 21~1 of the Wilderness Act of 1964). 

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE-Most likely condition 

expected to exist In the future If current 

management would cant I nue unchanged. 

NOWAL YEAR FIRE PLAN-Overal I fire 

suppression plan of given geographic area 

’ for one calendar year. 

OFF-ROAD MHICLE (ORVI-Any motorized vehi- 

cle capable of, or designed for trrmel on 

or immediate1 y over land, water, or other 

natural terraln, rrhere no road exists. 

OPERABLE WOOOIAND-Forest lands bear1 rg or 

capable of bear1 ng vegetation products of 

canmerci al character and econanlcal ly 

available now or prospectively for 

canmercial use an3 not otherwise withdrawn 

from such use. 

OLITSTANDING NATLRAL AREA-(43 CFR 2071.1)- 

Areas of outstanji ng scenic splendor, 

natural wonder or scientific importance 

that merit special attention and care in 

management to Insure their preservation I n 

their natural conzlition. These usual ly are 

relatively undisturbed, representative of 

rare butanical, geological, or zoological 

characteristics of principle interest for 
scientific research puposes. 

PALEONTOLOGY-Science deal 1 ng with I I fe and 

past geologic periods as known from fossil 

rana I 115. 

PERENNIAL WATER-Bodies of water or streams 

that contal n water par long. 

RRMITTEE-One who holds permit to graze 
I ivestock on public lard. 

PETROGLYRI-Picture or hierag lyph Incised or 

carved I nto a surface, usual ly stone. 

PICTOQ?APH-Pictve or hieroglyph pal nted on 

some swface, usual ly stone (figures, 

characters, or writing which Is difficult to 

decipher, original ly referred to the 

Egyptian). 

PLANNING CRITERIA-Criteria prepared to guide 

planning process and management direction. 

PLANT VIGOR-State of health of a plant or 

capacity of plant to respond to grow1 rg 

con~Iitions, to make ard store food, and to 

canplete reprodudlve stages. 

POTHUNTING-Slang term used by professional 

archaeologists to describe II legal or 

nonprofessional rel Ic col lectl ng. 

PREFERENCE RIGHT LEASE-Right of appl icant to 

apply for resources In public lands before 

general publ Ic. For exanple, an applicant 

who had dl scovered a ml neral deposit under a 

prospecting permit might be al lowed a 

preference right lease over any other lease 

appl icant. 

PUBLIC ISSUE-Subject or quest ion of 

widespread public dl scussion or interest 

regard1 ng management of public land (BLM 

administered) and identified through public 

participation. 

PUBLIC LAND-Vacant, unappropriated, and 

unreserved lands which have never left 

Federal Ownership; also, lands in Federal 

ownership which were obtained by the 

Government In exchange for public lands or 
for timber on public lands (also land 

admlnlstered by BLM). 

RANGE ALLOT&NT-Area designated for use of 

prescribed number of cattle or sheep or by 

common use of both under one management plan. 

RANGE IMPROVEMNT-Structre, development, or 
treatment used to rehabi I i tate, protect, or 

improve public lands to enhance range 
resource. 
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RANGELAND MONITORING PROGRAM-Progran 

designed to measure changes 1 n p lant compo- 

sition, ground cwer, animal populations, 

and cl imatlc condlttons on publ ic range- 

I and. Vegetation studies, used to monitor 

changes in rangeland condltlon and deter- 

mi ne reamn for any charges that are occur- 

ring, consist of actual use, utilization, 

trerd, and climatic conditions. 

RANGE SITE-Distinctive kind of rargeland 

that di ffers fran other kl nds of rangeland 

In its potential to produce native plants. 

RAPTCR-Birds of prey with sharp talons and 

strongly curved beaks; e.g., hawks, owls, 

vu I tures, eag les. 

RECLAMATION-Returnirg disturbed lands to 

form and productivl ty that WI I I be 

ecological ly balanced ard In confonnlty 

wlth a predetermined land management plan. 

RECREATION CWORTUN I TY SPECTRUM (ROS)- 
Contiruum used to characterize recreation 

opportunities in terms of setting, 

activity, and experience opportunities. 

RECREATION VISITOR DAY (RVD)-Aggregation of 

12 visitor hours, where a ~1st tor hour is 

the presence of one or more person on lands 

and water for outdoor recreation purposes 

for conti~ous, 1 ntermlttent, or simultan- 

eous periods aggregatl ng 60 ml nutes; e.g., 

one person for one hour. 

RESEARCH NATURAL AREA (RNA)-Area that is 

established and maintained for primary pur- 

pose of research ard education because the 
land has threatened or endangered plant or 

animal species. A biological unit In which 

present natural conditions are maintained 

by al IowIng natural biological processes to 

preval I without human Intervention. 

RI NCON-Crai nage basi n, somewhat shal low, 

surrounded on tiree sldes by low vertical 

rock rlms (or a sequence of such rims). 

RIPARIAN-Si tuated on or pertaini ng to bank 

of river, strean, or other body of water. 

Normally used to refer to plants of al I 

types that grow rooted 1 n watertable of 

stream, ponds, and sprlrgs. 

RIPARIAN COMMUNITIES-Vegetation conmunlties 

found in association with either open water 

or water close to surface; Includes meadows, 

aspen, and other trees and shrubs in 

association with streans ant other water 

sou-CBS. 

RIPARIAN HABITAT, AQUATIC-Vegetation com- 

munities found 1 n association with streans 

(both perennl al and 1 ntermittent), lakes, 

ponds ard other open water. This unique 

habitat, comprising less than 1 percent of 

land area, I s cruel al to contl rued exi stence 

of the flsh specl es known to occur. Strean- 

side vegetation maintains high water tables, 

stab1 I I zes streambanks, creates qua11 ty 

fishery habitat, and malntalns water 

quallty. It is also essential to most 

terrestrial wild11 fe species. 

RIPARIAN HABITAT, TERRESTRIAL-Vegetation 

canmunitles found In association with either 

open water or water close to suface; 

Includes such habitat features as meadows, 

aspen stands, and(or) other trees and 

shrubs. This unique habltat Is crucial to 

cant 1 rued exi stence of majority of terres- 

trial wildlife species known to occur. Many 

species are found no where el se. 

ROAD-Vehicle routes which have been impraved 

and maintained by mechanical means to 1 nssve 

relatively regular and contlNOUS us8. 

ROADLESS-Refers to absence of roads that 
have been improved and malntalned by 

mechanlcal means to 1 nsure relatively 

regular and continuous use (a way maintained 

by vehicle passage does not make up a rod 1. 

SCENIC QUALITY-Degree of harmony, contrast, 
and variety within a landscape. 

SCOPI NB PRCCESS-Ear ly process for determl n- 

1 rg scope of I ssues to be addressed and for 

ldenti fyi ng sign1 f icant issues related to 

proposed act Ion. 
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SEDIMENT YIELD-Amount of sediment given up 

by watershed over specl f ic time period, 

usual ly a year. Crdl narily, it Is expressed 

as tons, acre feet, or cubic yards of sedi- 

ment per unit of drainage area per year. 

SED IMENTAT I ON-Act or process of depos I tl rg 

material, such as water, deposit1 rg 

suspended sol I particles i n an area, such as 

stream bottom. 

SHEET EROSION-Removl rg a fairly uni form 

layer of soil fran lard svface by runoff 

water, without develop1 ng conspicuous water 

channels. 

SOIL CLASSIFICATION-Systanatic arrargement 

of soils lnto grcups or categories on basis 

of their character1 sties. 

SOLITUDE-(I 1 State of be1 rg alone or remote 

from habitation, isolation; (2) lonely, 

unfrequented, or secluded place. 

SPECIAL RECREATION MANAGEMENT AREA (SFFUIA)- 

Areas t-eguirl ng expl lcit recreation manage- 

ment to achiwe BLM*s recreation objectives 

and to provide speclflc recreation 

opportunities. 

SPECIES, ENDANGERED-Animal or plant whose 

prospects of survlval and reproduction are 

I n immediate jeopardy, ati as is father 

def I ned by the Endangered Specl es Act of 

1973, as anended. 

SPECIES, SENSITIVE-Designation which is (1) 

applied to species not yet off Ici al ly listed 

but which are undergo1 rg status review or 

are proposed for I I st I ng accord1 ng to 

Federal Regi ster not ices pub Ii shed by the 
Secretary of the Interior; (2) applied to 

species whose populations are cons1 stentl y 

smal I and widely dispersed or whose ranges 
are restricted to a few local 1 ties, such 

that any appreciable reduction In numbers, 

habitat avallability, or habitat cordition 

might lead toward extinction; or (3) applied 
to species whose numbers are decli ni rg so 

rapidly that official Iistlrg may become 

necessary as a conservation measve. 

SPECIES, THREATENED-Any species wh lch I s 

likely to become an endangered species 
within the foreseeable future throughout al I 

or a significant portion of its range, and 

as is father defined by the Endangered 

Species Act of 1973, as amended. 

SU I TABLE CCMMRC I AL FOREST LANDS-Canmer ci a I 

forest lands detenni ned to be sui t&le for 

timber prod&ion as identified In the TPCC 

process. 

SUSTAI NED YIELD-Achievement and ma1 ntenance 

in perpetuity of high level of annual or 

regular pertodlc output of various re.neuable 

resources of public lands consistent with 

multiple use. 

SYNCPT IC (METECROLOGYI-Data gathered fran a 

large area, used primar I ly in neather 

forecastirg. 

TIMBER PRODUCTION CAPABILITY CLASSIFICATION 

(TPCC)-Recess of partition1 ng forest land 

into major classes Indicatirg relative 

suitability to produce timber on a sustalned 

yield basis. 

TOTAL DISSOLVED SOLIDS (TDSJ-Total amount of 

dissolved material, organic and Inorganic, 

contained in water or wastes. 

TOTAL SUSPENDED PARTICULATES (TSPI-Portfon 

of total particulate matter in atmosphere 

consisting of particles so smal I (< 50 

microns in diameter) that they settle cut 

slowly. 

TREND-Direction of charge in rarge COt’ditiOn 

over a period of time, expressed as upward, 

static, or downward. 

UNALLOTTED ALLOTMENT-Al Iotment where a 

previous permittee has reli qulshed 

preference or BLM has canceled preference. 

Not cvrently used by livestock. 

UNURSTORY-Plants growl ng beneath canopy of 
other plants; usual ly refers to grasses, 

forbs, and low shrubs under tree or brush 

canopy. 
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UNIVERSAL SOIL LOSS EQUATION (USLEI- 
Emplr ical erosion model, original ly 

design& for agricultural situations that 

computes long-term average soil losses frcm 

sheet and ri I I erosion under speci f ic 

conditions. 

UTILITY CORRIDOR-Tract of land varying In 

width form1 rg passageway through which 

various commodities such as 011, gas, and 
8 lectr Ic I ty are transported. 

UTILIZATION-Portion of current year’s 

forage production that Is consumed or 

destroyed by grazi rtg animals. May refer 

either to sl ng le species or to vegatation 

as a whole. 

VEGETATION-Plants in general or sum total 

of plant II fe above and below ground l n 

area. 

VEGETATION CONDITION-Condition rating based 

on amount of forage (I b/at) currently 

produced on an al Iotment in relation to its 
potential forage production (I b/at). 

VEGETATION CONDITION INVENTORY-Inventory 

conducted which Includes field mappi rg of 
range sites by condition class for 

I rdlvidual grazi tg al I&wants. This 

Information was used to determlne inltlal 

carry1 RJ capacities by al Iotment. 

VEGETATION MANIPULATION-AIteratIon of 

present vegetation by uslng fire, plow1 ng, 

spray1 rt~, or other means to manipulate 

natural successional trends. 

VEGETATION TYPE-Plant canmuni ty with 

immediately distlrgulshable characteristics 

based upon and named after apparent 

dun1 nant plant species. 

VISUAL RESWRCE-Land, water, vegetation, 

animal, and other vlslble featues. 

VISUAL RESOURCE MANAGEMNT (VRMI-Plannl ng, 

designing, and Implementatlon of management 

objectives to provide acceptable levels of 

vlsual impacts for al I BLM resource 

management activities. 

VISUAL SENSITIVITY-Degree of concern 

expressed by user toward scenic qua1 ity and 

exist1 ng or proposed visual change In 

particular characteristic landscape. 

WATERSHED-Total area of land above given 

pal nt on waterway that contr I butes runoff 

water to flow at that point. 

WAY-Track that is maintained solely by 

passage of veh Ic les. 

WILCCAT DRILLING-To dril I and develop 

unproven grcund far fron previous 
production, general ly of a risky nature. 

WILDERNESS-Definition contalned in Sec. 2(c) 

of the Wilderness Act of 1964 (78 Stat. 

891): A wilderness in contrast with those 

areas where man and hi s own works dcmi nate 

the landscape Is hereby recognized as an 

area where the earth ati its cunmunity of 

Ii fe are untranmeled by man, where man 

himself is a visitor who does not remain. 

An area of WI I der ness is further defi ned to 

mean. . .an area of undeveloped Federal land 
retaining its primeval character and 

influence, without permanent improvements or 

habitation, which is protected and managed 
so as to preserve its natural corditions and 

which (1) general ly appears to have been 

affected pr lmaril y by the forces of nature, 
with the imprint of man’s work substantial ly 

unnoticeable; (2) has outstand1 rig 
opportunities for solitude or a primitive 

an3 unconfined type of recreation; (3) has 
at least 5#000 acres of land or is of 

sufficient slze as to make practicable its 

preservation and use In an unimpaired 

condition; and (4) may also contain 

ecological, geological or other featves of 

scientific, educatlonal, scenic, or 

hlstor tcal values. 

WILDERNESS CHARACTERISTICS-Identified by 

Congress in the 1964 WI Iderness Act: 

namely, size, nattralness, outstanding 
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opportunities for solitude or a primitive 
and unconfined type of recreation, and 

supplemental values such as geological, 

archaeologlcal, hlstor lcal, ecologlcal, 

scenic, or other features. It Is required 

that the area possess at least 5,000 acres 

or more of contiguous public land or be of 

a size to make practical Its preservation 

and use In an unimpaired cord1 tlon; be sub- 

stantlal ly natural or generally appear to 

have been affected pr imarl I y by the forces 
of nature, with the imprl nt of man bel ng 

substantial ly unnoticeable; and have either 

outstandiq opportunities for solitude or a 

prlmltlve and unconfined type of recrea- 

tlon. Congress stated that a wi I der ness 

area may also have supplemental values. 

WILDERNESS MANAGEKNT POLICY-Policy docu- 

ment prescribi tg the general objectives, 

policies, and speclflc actlvlty guidance 

applicable to al I designated BLM wilderness 
areas. Specl f lc management objectlves, 
requirements, and decisions implementi IIJ 

adml nlstratlve practices and vlsltor 

activities In I rdivldual wi Iderness areas 

are developed and described In the wilder- 

ness management plan for each unit. 

WI LIIRNESS STUDY AREA (WSA)-Road less area 

of land that has been I nventorl ed and found 

to have wi I derness character I sties as 

described I n Section 603 of FLPMA and 
Sectlon 2(c) of the Wilderness Act of 1964 

(78 Stat. 891). 

WILURNESS VALES-Wilderness characteristics 

and multiple resource benefits of an area, 

WILD HCRSES-AI I unbranded and unclaimed 

horses and their progeny that have public 

lands on or after December 15, 1971, or that 

do use these lands as al I or part of their 

habitat. 

WILDLIFE HABITAT-Sum total of environmental 

conditions of speclflc place occupied by 

wildlife species or population of such 

spec I es. 

WILDLIN;S-Tree or strub sultable for land- 

scape deslgn. 

WINTER RANGE-Area occupied by animal species 

dur 1 ng WI nter, 

WOODLAND-Land that supports forest species, 
generally referred to as fuelwood, sold on 

cord or post basi s. 

WOODLAND PROOUCTION CAPABI LIM CLASSIFICA- 

TION (WPCC)-Recess of partition1 ng wood- 

lands into major classes indicatlrg relative 

sultabi lity to produce wood land products on 

sustained ylel d basis. 



ACRONY MS 

ACEC 

ACMP - Area of Critical Mlneral Potential 
AMP - Al lotment Management Plan 

AUM - Animal Unit Month 

BIA - Bureau of Indian Affairs 

BLM - Bureau of Land Management 

BMP - Best Management Pratt ices 

CDOW - Colorado Dlvislon of Wildlife 

CEO - Councl I on Environmental Qual Ity 

CFR - Code of Federal Regulations 

CFIMP - Cultural Resource Management Plan 

DEIS - Draft Environmental Impact 

- Area of Crltical Environmental 

Concern 

Statement 

DOE - Department of Energy 

EA - Environmental Analysis 

EIS - Envlronmental Impact Statement 
EPA - Env I ronmental Protect ion Agency 

ERMA - Extensive Recreation Management 

Area 

FEIS - Final Envlronmental Impact 

Statement 

FLPMA - Federal Land and Policy Management 

Act (al so known as BLM’s Organic 

Act; 1976) 
GEM - GeologIcal, Energy, and Minerals 

(Reports) 

GMIJ - Game Management Un It (CDOW) 

lf4P - Habitat Management Plan 

IMP - Interim Management Policy 

KGS - Known Geologic Structure 

KRCRA - Known Recoverable Coal Resource 

Area 
MBF - Thousand Board Feet 

mcf - Thousand Cubic Feet 
MFP - Management Framework Plan 

MMBF - Ml I I ion Board Feet 

IllfllCf - Mll I ion Cubic Feet 

MSA - Management Situation Analysis 

NEPA - National Environmental Policy Act 

NRDC - Natural Resource Defense Council 

NRHP - National Register of Historic 

NWPS - Natlonal WI lderness Preservation 

ONA 
ORV 

PL 

PSD 

RMP 

RNA 
ROS 

ROW 

R8PP 

RVD 

scs 

SJNF 

SJRA 

PI aces 

system 

- Outstand Ing Natural Area 
- Off-Road Vehicle 

- Public Law 

- Prevention of Slgnlficant 

Deterioration 

- Resource Management Plan 

- Research Natural Area 
- Recreation Opportunity Spectrum 

- Rights-of-Way 

- Retreat ion and Pub I Ic Purposes 

- Recreation Visitor Day 
- Sol I Conservation Service 

- San Juan National Forest 
- San Juan Resource Area 

SJ/SM - San Juan/San Miguel 

SRMA - Special Recreation Management Area 

TDS - Total Dissolved Sollds 
T&E - Threatened and Endangered 

(specl es) 
TSP - Total Suspended Part Icu lates 

USC - Un i ted States Code 

USFS - United States Forest Service 

USFWS - U.S. Fish and Wlldlife Service 

USLE - Universal Sol1 Loss Equation 

VRM - Vi sua I Resource Management 

wo - Washington Office 

WSA - WI lderness Study Area(s) 
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APPENDIX ONE 

BLM-FOREST SERVICE EXCHANGE 
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I I. HI storlc Background and Other Information 

I II. Table 1-l. 

IV. Table 1-2. 

V. Management GuIdelInes 

Map 1. (BLM) Dolores below Bradfield Ranch 

Map 2. (FS) Dolores above Bradfleld Ranch 

(FS) Little Bauer 

(BLM) Mancos Hi1 I 

Map 3. (BLM) Anlmas River Tributaries 

(FS) Anlmas Leg 

Map 4. (FS) Lemon-Val leci to Lakes 
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(FS) Pagosa Spr ings 
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Introduct ion 

The BLWSFS jurisdictional transfer between the San Juan Resource Area and the San 
Juan Rational Forest (effective October 31, 1983) involves parcels of land in six counties 

of southwestern Colorado. These exchange lands are shown on maps 1 through 4. Table l-i 

depicts the jurisdictional transfer by area and county and acres presently administered by 
either the BLWJSFS. 

Historic Background 

On March 2, 1907, the San Juan Rational Forest was established by Presidential 

Proc iamat ion. initial ly, management direction emphasized sustained yield management of 

timber resources, but subsequently evolved into multiple use resource management 

principles. 

Preceding the Taylor Grazing Act of 1934, management of pubi ic land was primari I y a 
custodial activity. Established by this act, the Grazing Service organized grazing 

districts and permitted al iotments to specific operators. in 1946 this service was united 
with the General Land Off ice to form the BLM. Although the BLM began as a multiple use 

oriented agency, it did not receive its Congressional mandate until 1976 with the passage 

of FLPMA. 

Original National Forest boundaries were hastily developed using unsatisfactory 
survey plots, resulting in awkward boundaries which became even more incongruous as 

development took place. As time went on, both the BLM and the USFS recognized that by 

consolidating intermingled and adjacent lands, a more efficient type of management could 

be attained. 

1972-197s: Management Framework Plans (MFPs) 

Between 1972 and 1975, the BLM completed MFPs for public land in the San Juan 
Resource Area. A Lands Activity Plan was developed to implement the MFPs. An important 

element of this Activity Plan was a proposal for jurisdictional transfer of lands between 

the USFS and the BLM. 

Evaluation of these transfers was conducted jointly by the two agencies. Lands in 

nine geographic areas were identified for potential transfer and, in October 1975, the San 

Juan National Forest was selected for a pilot study. 

1975-1976: Land and Mineral Reports 

A land report, completed in August 1976, resulted in recanmendations for the transfer 

of 31,607 acres fran the USFS to BLM and 24,763 acres from BLM to the USFS. These 
recanmendations were reviewed, amended, and approved in December 1976. Mineral reports 

were also canpleted in August 1976. 
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Table l-l. Public Land Transferred Through Public Law 98-141. 

Acres transferred 

Area and county to BLM to FS 

Dolores River Canyon below Bradfield 22,717.30 

Ranch (Dolores and San Miguel counties) 
Dolores River above Bradfield Ranch 

(Montezuma County) 

4,124.85 

Mancos Hi I I (Montezuma County) 562.98 
Little Bauer Reservoir (Montezuma County) 39.57 
Anlmas Leg (La Plats and San Juan counties) 13,109.00 
Animas River Tributaries (San Juan County) 8,327.OO 
Lemon-Vallecito Lakes (La Plata County) 5,898.80 
Haystack Mountain (Archuleta County) 680.13 

Pagosa Springs (Archuleta County) 5 16.32 
Chrano-Navajo River (Archuleta County) 394.16 

Total 31 p607.28 24,762.83 

Source: BLM Bata 1984. 

During preparation of the land and mineral reports, public partic ipation activities 

were conducted to facilitate public awareness of the recommendations. Special presenta- 
tions were made to Federal, State, county, and local officials and to the news media. 

1976-1977: Environmental Analysis Report (EAR) 

The BLM and the USFS jointly prepared an EAR to analyze the impacts of the proposed 
transfers. Analysis criteria focused on location, public benefits, similarities in 

physical character of the lands, and opportunities for more efficient resource management. 

Upon completion of the report, favorable recommendations were approved ‘and forwarded to 

Washington, O.C., in January 1977. 

1978: Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) 

Interim management procedures for proposed transfer lands were mutually agreed upon 
and coordinated between BLM and the USFS. 

A MOU was approved in January 1978 to remain in ef feet unt i I Congress passed 
legislation enabling jurisdictional transfers between the departments of Agriculture and 
Interior. 

l-2 



1978-1983: Legislation 

In January 1978, Washington officials of BLM and the USFS prepared draft legislation 

for jurisdictional transfers between the San Juan National Forest and BLM's San Juan 
Resource Area. Pending for more than five years, this legislation was acted upon with the 

passage of Publ lc Law 98-141, The Public Lands and National Parks Act of 1983, signed by 

President Reagan on October 31, 1983. (Sec. 12, 97 Stat. la-h] 909 of this Act covers 

land transfers discussed in this document.) 

Management Guidelines 

Management actions on the recently exchanged BLM/USFS land will remain generally the 

same. All existing mining claims, grazing rights, and permits wi I I be honored by the new 

manag i ng agencl es. Rowever, permits must follow regulations governing each jurisdiction. 

Each agency has management prescriptions (USFS) or emphasis areas (BLM) related to 
specific areas (see Table l-2). Although all parcels of land exchanged will continue to 

be managed much the same, the two agencies will apply their respective guidelines to the 
areas involved. 

Forest Service lands are managed under Forest Direction and Management Area Direction 
detailed in the Land and Resource Management Plan for the San Juan National Forest (issued 

September 29, 1983, USDA-Forest Service). 

Forest Direction consists of goals, objectives, and management requirements (see 

Chapter III, p. Ill-11 - 111-84, Forest Plan). The goals and obJect ives provide broad 

overall direction regarding the type and amount of goods and services that the Forest will 

prov i de. The management requirements contained in the Forest Direction section set the 
minimum conditions that must be malntalned while achieving the goals and objectives. 

Management Area Direction consists of management area prescriptions applicable to 
specific management areas shown on the Forest Plan and alternative maps and on the maps 

showing lands transferred to the USFS (found in this Appendix). The management area 
prescriptions contain management requirements specifying which activities wil I be 

implemented to achieve the goals and objectives. Management requlrements contained in 

individual management area prescriptions are applied to the specific areas shown on the 
alternative maps and on the Forest Plan map, as well as on the maps found in Appendix One 

(see Chapter III, San Juan National Forest Plan, p. Ill-88 - 111-291). Alternative maps 

are found in the final EIS for the Forest Plan; the Forest Plan map is found in the Forest 
Plan. Table l-2 ccmpares the BLM emphasis areas and corresponding USFS prescript ions. 
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Table 1-2. Compar iron Between USFS and BLM Management 

Prescriptions/Emphasis Areas. 

BLM - Emphasis area(s USFS - Management prescript lo& 

A - Management direction emphasizes 
increasing livestock production on a 

sustained yield basis. Livestock 

improvements wii I be multiple use 
oriented. Compatible resource uses are 

possible. 

B - Management direction emphaslzes 
achieving and maintaining optimum 

habitat conditions for wildlife. 

Wi Id I i fe improvements ace ut i I i zed to 
improve watershed cond it ions and 

provide vegetation diversity to 
maximize habitat capability. Compatible 

resource uses are possible but favor 

wildlife. 

C - Management provides for a variety of 

recreation opportunities and settings. 

Investments will be made in management 

activities which enhance recreation. 

6B - Emphasis is on livestock management. A 

var 1 ety of forage improvement practices 
are available for implementation. 

Compatible resource uses are possible. 

48 - Emphasis is on habitat needs for 
management indictor species. A variety 

of tree harvesting and rangeland 
vegetation treatments is possible for 
maximization of habitat capability. 

Human activities are regulated to favor 

the designated species. 

58 - Emphasis is on big game winter range 
(forage and cover) in forested areas. A 

f ul I range of treatments for tree 

stands, browse, and rangeland plants is 

available for implementation in an 
effort to increase forage or to 

create/maintain cover. Compatible 

resource uses may occur. Motor I zed 

recreation use is managed to prevent 

conf I icts during critical use periods. 

2A - Emphasis is on semiprimitive motorized 

recreation opportunities. Management 

activities are visually subordlnate. 
Some forested lands are suitable for 

timber production and mineral resource 
activities are generally canpatible. 

28 - Emphasis is for rural and roaded-natural 
recreation opportunities. Both 

motorized and nonmotorized activities 

are possible. Management activities 

maintain/improve the visual aspect of 
recreation opportunities. Harvest 

method is determined by forest cover 

We. 
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Table l-2. (Continued) 

BLM - Emphasis area(s)-!! USFS - Management prescr i pt IorGY 

D - Management direction allows for 
wi I derness management to prw ide 

natural environments with the 
characteristic components of a 

WI lderness setting. Natura I processes 

proceed unrestr lcted by management 

activities or human use. High levels 

of solitude are emphasized. Travel is . 
cross country or by trail system. 

J - Management direction Is to increase 
product ion and ut i I izatlon of wood 

products. Investments may be made for 

timber management activities. 
Ccmpatible resource uses are possible 

but may be restr icted/di srupted due to 

timber objectives. 

3A - Emphasis Is for rural and roaded-natural 
recreation opportunities. Both 

motorized and nonmotorized activities 

are possible. Management activities 

maintain/improve the visual aspect of 

recreation opportunities. Harvest 

method Is determined by forest cover 

type. 

1OD - Emphasis is on river segments 
recanmended for inclusion in the 

Rational Wlld and Scenic River System. 

8A - Gnphasis Is for pristine blophysical 
conditions and a high degree of 

solitude. 

86 - Emphasis is for primitive biophysical 

conditions. Travel is cross country or 

by trail. 

8D, - Emphasls Is for wilderness management In 

high-density use areas, particularly 

along travel corr ldors. 

7c - Gnphasls is to develop and maintain 
healthy tree cover on steep slopes. 

Management activities blend with the 

natural setting. Roaded-natural , 
semiprimitive motorized, and 

semiprimitive nonmotorized recreation 

activities are provided. 

7E - Emphasis is on Wood fiber and sawtimber 
product ion. Management activities will 

create a mosaic of stands that follow 

natural patterns and harmonize with the 
sett I ng. Roaded-natural, semiprimitive 

motorized recreation patterns and 

harmonize with the activities are 
possibie. 
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Table l-2. (Cant i nued ) 

BLM - Emphasis area(s)2 USFS - Management prescr I pt io& 

9A - Emphasis is on protection and mainten- 
ance of rlparian areas. Vegetation 
treatment will enhance plant and animal 

diversity. Forested lands are not 
suitable for timber production. 

Semiprimitive motorized, roaded natural 

and rural recreation opportun it ies can 

be provided. This prescription will be 

applied to all riparian areas located 

anywhere on the Forest except those In 

wi Iderness, research natural areas, and 

special interest areas. 

l/See corresponding ELM alternative maps. 

/See Forest Service Plan maps. 
Source: ELM Data 1984. 

Lemon-Val leci to Lakes 

These parcels total approximately 5,900 acres of land in the Lemon-Vallecito Lakes 

area (see Map 4). Four alternatives were considered for the area. Each alternative was 

different, involving one or more of the following emphases: J-Forestry and C-Retreat ion. 

A. Current Management 

1. San Juan/San Miguel (SJ/SM) RMP 

Approximately 3,200 acres of the area will be managed under a general 

natural resource management emphasis which does not have a preferred 
resource value. All other land (2,600 acres) is under acommercial forestry 

emphasis (Gnphasis J). 

2. San Juan National Forest (SJNF) Land and Resource Management Plan 
(Alternative F) 

This area would be managed under prescriptions 7C and 7E, depending on 

slope. Emphasis would be on wood fiber production. Management activities 

are harmonized with the natural setting. Dispersed recreational 
opportunities are available. 
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8. Resource Conservation 

1. SJ/SM WP 

This alternative manages al I land under a general natural resource 

management emphasis. 

2. SJNF Land and Resource Management Plan (Alternative A) 

Emphasis would be on semiprimitive nonmotorized recreation under 
prescription 3A. Wood products are available if harvest is compatible with 
recreation uses. 

c. Resource Uti I ization 

1. SJ/SM RMP 

The Resource Utilization Alternative recommends the majority of 

Lemon-Val lecito Lakes area for commercial forestry emphasis (Emphasis J). 

2. SJNF Land and Resource Management Plan (Alternative B) 

Emphasis would be on semiprimitive nonmotorized recreation under 

prescr i pt ion 3A. Wood products are available if harvest is compatible with 

recreation uses. 

D. Preferred Alternative 

1. SJ/SM RMP 

Lemon-Vallecito Lakes is an important area for recreation. Special 
guidelines were developed to manage this resource value. Management actions 

must maintain Class II visual standards while allowing a variety of 
nonmotorized recreational opportunities. ORV use would not be al lowed. 

2. SJNF Land and Resource Management Plan (Alternative HI 

The overall area would be managed with emphasis on recreation 

and I ivestock grazing. Approximately 2,600 acres would be managed under 
prescription 68 ( I ivestock grazing emphasis); 1,900 acres under 2A 

(semiprimitive motorized recreation); and 1,400 acres under 3A 

(semiprimitive nonmotorized recreation; see Map 4). 

Animas Leg 

This parcel consists of more than 13,000 acres south of Silverton and along the 
J Anlmas River. Although four possible management alternatives were considered, BLM 

emphasis remains the same throughout. Each alternative names wilderness as the resource 

value which wii I be emphasized. 
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Most of this area will be managed by the SJNF to retain the characteristics that make 
it suitable for inclusion in the NWPS until Congress acts. Approximate1 y 10,500 acres 

will be managed under prescription 8A for a pristine wilderness recreation setting. 

Another approximately 350 acres would come under prescription 8C, emphasizing wilderness 
character in a semiprimitive setting. In addition, approximately 800 acres would be 

managed under prescription 8D for high-density wilderness use, particularly along travel 

corridors. The remaining approximately 1,160 acres within this area, comprising the 
Durango-Silverton Narrow Gauge Railroad corridor, wi I I be managed under prescript ion 28 

with an emphasis on maintaining scenic quality. Another approximately 160 acres in the 

southwest corner of the area would be managed under prescription 3A, semiprimitive 
nonmotorized recreation (see Map 3). 

Haystack Mountain 

The Haystack Mountain exchange land amounts to almost 700 acres. Each of four SJ/SM 
RMP alternatives designates emphasis B (deer and elk winter range) as the dominant 

resource va I ue. 

The SJNF prescription 5B (emphasizing forage and cover on wildlife winter range) wil I 

be applied to this area under all alternatives (see Map 4). 

Pagosa Springs 

Located approximately 3 miles north and east of Pagosa Springs, this parcel totals 
over 500 acres. Within the four BLM alternatives, there are two di fferent resource 

emphases considered: B (deer and elk winter range) and J (commercial forestry). 

A. Current Management 

1. SJ/SM RMP 
It would be managed as deer and elk winter range (Emphasis B). 

2. SJNF Land and Resource Management Plan (Alternative F) 

Management under prescription 28 would emphasize rural and roaded natural 

recreation opportunities such as driving for pleasure, viewing scenery, and 
picnicking along sensitive travel routes while enhancing or maintaining 

scenic qualities inherent in a forest environment. Forested land ls 
suitable for timber production. 

B. Resource Conservation 

1. SJ/SM l%P 

It wou Id be managed as deer and el k winter range (Emphasis B). 
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2. SJNF Land and Resource Management Plan (Alternative A) 

Management under prescription 28 would emphasize rural and roaded natural 

recreation opportunities such as driving for pleasure, viewing scenery, and 
picnicking along sensitive travel routes while enhancing or maintaining 
scenic qualities inherent in a forest environment. Forested land is 

suitable for timber production. 

c. Resource Uti I ization 

1. SJ/SM F@lP 

It would be managed under a commercial forestry emphasis (Emphasis J). 

2. SJNF Land and Resource Management Plan (Alternative B) 

This area would be managed under prescription 5B, emphasizing forage and 

cover on wildlife winter ranges. Livestock grazing 

is compatible but is managed to favor wildlife habitat. Forested land is 
suitable for timber production. 

D. Preferred Alternative 

1. SJ/SM RMP 

It would be managed to emphasize deer and elk winter range. 

2. SJNF Land and Resource Management Plan (Alternative HI 

This area would be managed under prescription 58, emphasizing forage and 
cover on wildlife winter ranges. Livestock grazing is compatible but is 

managed to favor wildlife habitat. Forested land is suitable for timber 

production (see Map 4). 

Chromo-Navajo River 

The exchange land along the Navajo River consists of approximately 400 acres. It is 

managed under emphasis J (commercial forestry), with Livestock Management Emphasis A as 

the dominant resource value. 

A. Current Management 

1. SJ/SM RMP 

Entire parcel would be managed under a commercial forestry emphasis 
(Emphasis J). 

2. 

SJNF Land and Resource Management Plan (Alternative F) 

This area would be managed under prescription 68, emphasizing production of 

livestock forage. 
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B. Resource Conservation 

1. SJ/SN FWP 

Entire parcel would be managed under a commercial forestry emphasis 
(Emphasis J). 

2. SJNF Land and Resource Management Plan (Alternative A) 

This area would be managed under prescriptlon 2A, emphasizing semiprimitive 
motorized retreat ion. 

C. Resource Utilization 

1. SJ/SN fWP 

Entire parcel would be managed under a commercial forestry emphasis 

(Emphasis J). 

2. SJNF Land and Resource Management Plan (AlternatIve B) 

This area would be managed under prescription 68, emphasizing producing 
I ivestock forage. 

D. Preferred Alternative 

1. SJ/SN FU4P 

It would be managed under a livestock management emphasis (Emphasis A). 

2. SJNF Land and Resource Management Plan (Alternative HI 

This area would be managed under prescription 68, emphasizing producing 

livestock forage (see Map 4). 

Dolores Rlver above Bradfield Ranch 

The BLM has exchanged more than 4,000 acres of land around McPhee Reservoir and along 

the Dolores River below the dam. All alternatives recommend Recreation Gnphasls Area C as 
the dcminant resource value. in addition, Emphasis Area J (commercial forestry) is also 

used in one alternative. Two small parcels near Dolores will be managed under general 

natural resource management guide1 ines In each of the four alternatives. 

Ail alternatives have special guidelines for implementation of management activities 

regarding recreation. Management provides a variety of recreation opportunities and 
investments are made in activities which enhance this resource. Important cu I tural va I ues 

wil I be protected. Suitable cultural resources will be developed for public use. 

Development activities include interpretive signing, stabilization, and access trails. 

Class II visual standards will be maintained for the entire area. 
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A. Current Management 

1. SJ/SM wr(P 

All lands around McPhee Reservoir would be managed primarily for its 
recreation values (Emphasis C). Small parcels near Dolores would be managed 
under a general natural resource management emphasis . 

2. SJNF Land and Resource Management Plan (Alternative F) 

Management would be under prescription 3A, semiprimitive nonmotorized 
retreat ion; 58, big game winter range; 9A, riparian areas; and lOD, main- 

taining potential for Wild and Scenic River designation below the McPhee 

Dam. 

8. Resource Conservation 

1. SJ/sM RMP 

Al I land around McPhee Reservoir would be managed primarily for its 
recreation values (Emphasis C). Small parcels near Dolores would be managed 

under a general natural resource management emphasis. 

2. SJNF Land and Resource Management Plan (Alternative A) 

Management would be under prescription 2A, semiprimitive motorized 
recreation; 3A, semiprimitive nonmotorized recreation; 58, wildlife winter 

range; 9A, riparlan areas; and lOD, potential Wild and Scenic River corridor 

below McPhee Dam. 

C. Resource Ut i I i zation 

1. SJ/SM RMP 

All land around McPhee Reservoir would be managed primarily for its 
recreation values (Emphasis C). Small parcels near Dolores would be managed 

under a general natural resource management emphasis. Approximate1 y 100 

acres near McPhee would be managed for commercial forestry (Emphasis J). 

2. SJNF Land and Resource Management Plan (Alternative 8) 

Emphasis would be on recreation under prescription 3A; wildlife winter range 

under 58; and r i par ian areas under 9A. 

D. Preferred Alternative 

1. SJ/SM F&lP 

Al I land around McPhee Reservoir wou Id be managed pr imar i I y for its 

recreation values (Emphasis C). Small parcels near Dolores would be managed 
under a general natural resource management emphasis. 
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2. SJNF Land and Resource Management Plan (Alternative HI 

The primary emphasis for these lands wi I I be provision of forage and cover 

on winter range for wildlife, under prescription 56, covering approximately 

3.700 acres. The remaining 425 acres will be managed under 9A, riparian 

areas; and lOD, potential Wild and Scenic River corridor below McPhee Dam 

(see Map 2). 

Little Bauer Reservoir 

The 40-acre parcel of land around Little Bauer Reservoir carries the same resource 

emphasis (B--winter eagle concentration area) throughout each of the four BLM 

alternatives. This area wi I I be managed under SJNF prescr I pt Ion 7E, wood fiber product Ion 
on gentle slopes under al I alternatives. This prescription provides explicit direction to 

avoid disruptive activities near occupied raptor nests (see Map 2). 

Dolores River Canyon below Bradfield Ranch 

Encanpassing almost 23,000 acres of land, this large parcel is located near Dove 

Creek and It includes twelve miles of the Dolores River and its associated canyon 

topography. 

A. SJNF Proposed Action (Prescriptions 3A, 48, 58, 100) 

The Final Plan for the San Juan National Forest describes approximately 10,000 

acres of the area to be managed under two wildlife prescriptions. Southeast of 

Mountain Sheep Point, the area will be managed for a specified indicator 

species. A variety of vegetation treatments are avallable for maximization of 
habitat capabi I ity. Human activities are regulated to favor the chosen species. 

The area northwest of Mountain Sheep Point is proposed for a big game winter 
range area. A ful I range of treatments to be used in forested areas is possible 
for implementation to create and maintain cover or increase available forage. 

Motorized recreation use may be limited during critical use periods. The 
remaining land is managed to provide semiprimitive nonmotorized recreation 
opportunities. Within this sector, there are stipulations for protecting the 

Dolores River Canyon. 

B. BLM Coordinating Management 

The SJ/SM RMP proposes to Implement the following emphasis areas and management 

guidelines to the appropriate areas (see Map 1). 

Emphas I s Management guidelines 

C Retreat ion 

- Maintain Class II visual standards 
- Manage for a variety of recreation 

opportunities 
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Emphasis 

C 

A 

J 

Management guide1 ines 

Retreat ion (Cant i nued 1 

- Restr Ict ORV use to existing roads and 

trai Is 

- Provide for no-surface occupancy for oi I and 
gas leasing to Dolores River Canyon 

- Protect and manage important cultural 
resources through interpretive signing 

Livestock Management 

- Manage for increased, sustained livestock 

production and invest in range improvements 

i f necessary 
- Manage woodland areas to enhance range 

resource 

- Allow motorized ORV use on existing roads and 
trails 

Forestry 

- Invest necessary funds to provide for 
intensive management of the forest resource 

and lands suitable for timber production 

- Allow Ilvestock grazing If canpatlble with 
timber management activities 

- Provide investments where uneven-aged timber 

management practices may al so benefit 
wildlife 

Mancos Hi I I 

This small parcel of land (approx. 560 acres) is four miles east of ManCOS along U.S. 

Highway 160. 

A. SJNF Proposed Act ion (Prescriptions 5B and 68) 

In the Final Plan for the SJNF, the Mancos Hil I area is under two management 

prescriptions which are almost equal in size. The livestock management emphasis 

al lows a variety of forage improvement practices to increase production. 

Resource uses compatible with livestock are possible. Forested areas of the 

parcel are managed as big game winter range. Many treatments are available for 

use in enhancing forage and cover for big game. Motorized recreation may be 

limited during critical periods to favor wildlife. 
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0. BLM Coot-d i nat i ng Management 

The SJ/SM lWP will implement a general natural resource management emphasls 

to the Mancos Hi I I area. Since no dominant resource value exists, management 

direction wil I consist of multiple use guidelines as prescribed in FLPMA and 

other existing laws, policies, and manuals concerning specific resource programs 

(see Map 2). 

Animas River Trlbutaries 

Animas River Tributaries is a high altitude land area consisting of 8,300 acres, 

approximately 5 miles east of Sllverton. 

A. SJNF Proposed Action (Prescriptions 2A and 3A) 

Approximately one-half of this parcel wil I be managed for semiprimitive 

motorized recreational opportunities under the Final Plan for the SJNF. Some 

forested lands are suitable for timber production and mineral resource 
activities are generally compatible. The remaining land will emphasize semi- 

primitive, nonmotorized recreation activities. 

B. BLM Coord i nat i ng Management 

In the Animas River tributaries area, the following emphasis areas and 

management guidelines will be implemented to meet SJNF prescriptions. (Refer to 

Map 2.) 

Emphasis Management guidelines 

A Livestock Management 

- Continue intensive management on existing 

grazing al lotments 

C Retreat ion 

- Manage in conjunction with Silverton SRMA to 
provide for wide variety of recreational 

opportunities 

- Maintain Class II visual standards 
- Allow ORV use but may be limited or closed 

in some areas to protect and maintain other 

resources 
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APRNDIX TWO 

VISUAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT (VIM) CLASSIFICATION PROCESS 

Establishing VRM Classes 

Four steps are I nvol ved in the visual resovce management c iassi f ication process. 

These are (1) outlinirg and numerical evaluation of scenic quality; (2) outlining of 

visual sensitivity levels; and (3) delineating distance zones; and (4) assigning VRM 

classes. 

Scenic C&al ity 

The first step is acconplished by outlinirg scenery of similar nature on a 

topographic map. Once the area has been outlined, numerical values are given to its key 

factors (landform, color, water, vegetation, unlquaness, and Intrusions). When these 

values are established, the total determines whether the area is an A, B, or C scenery 

unit. 

Class A scenery canbines the most cutstarding characteristics of each rating factor. 

Class B scenery combines some outstanding featves and some that are fair iy common to the 

physiogrpphic region. Class C scenery canbines features ?hat are fairly canmon to the 

physiographlc region. 

Visual Sensitivity Levels 

Sensitivity levels indicate the relative degree of user interest in visual resovces 

and concern for charges in the exi stirg landscape character. This section is designed to 

bring itput fran area and district management to the weighing of the two sensitivity 
criteria: (1) use volume (both vehicular and pedestrian), and (2) expressed user 

attitudes toward change. These criteria are evaluated from a matrix, and a final 

sensitivity ratirg of high, medium, or low is given. After this evaluation, the 

sensitivity rating wil I figve in the final VRM classification. 

Distance Zones 

The distance zL)nes are out Ii ned on topographic maps in three areas: (1) 

foreground/middieground, (2) background, and (3) seidan seen. The forqround/middleground 
zone is a distance of from at-0 to 3 to 5 miles away, where activities can be viewed in 

detail. The background is the rsmainirg area up to 15 miles distance, and seidan seen are 

those areas beyond 15 miles or not seen at al I from any travel corridor. 

VW4 Classes 

After classification as to scenic quality, visual sensitivity, and distance zones, 

areas are assigned to one of five management classes, which are designed to mai Main or 

enhance visual quality and describe the different degrees of modification of the basic 
elements of the landscape al lowed. 
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(1) Manage VFU4 Class I areas to protect natural scenic quality. Design surface 
construction projects with low visual contrast standards. 

(2) Manage VRM Class II areas to preserve natural scenic quality. Design surface 
construction projects with low to moderate visual contrast standards. 

(3) Manage VRM Class III areas to preserve natural scenic quality. Design surface 
construction projects with moderate visual contrast standards. 

(4) Manage VRM Class IV areas to preserve natural scenic quality. Al low strong 
visual contrast in project design. No special standards needed. 

(5) Manage VF(M Class V areas to restore damaged visual qualities. (Note: Surface 
construction projects include vegetation modifications, earthwork and structures.) 

Analyzing Visual Impacts 

For activities proposed on public lands, impacts are evaluated with the visual 
resource contrast rating system, a method of evaluating the visual contrast of a proposed 

activity with the existing landscape character. 

The amount of contrast is measured by separating the landscape into its major 

features (land and water surface, vegetation, and structures) and then predicting the 

magnitude of change in contrast for each of the basic elements (form, line, color, and 

texture) to each of the features. Assessing the amount of contrast for a proposed 

activity in this manner wil I indicate the severity of impact and serve as a guide in 

determining what is required to reduce the contrast to where It will meet the visual 

management classls requirements for the area. Objectives for the VW4 classes are listed 
below: 

Class I. One element should not exceed a weak degree of contrast (1) and the tota I 
for any feature may not exceed 10. 

Class II. The degree of contrast for any one element should not exceed a moderate 
value (2) and the total contrast rating for any feature may not exceed 10. 

Class Ill. The degree of contrast of any one element should not exceed a moderate 
value (2) and the total contrast rating for any feature may not’ exceed 16. 

Class IV. The total contrast rating for any feature should not exceed 20. 

Class V. This is an interim classification for rehabilitation or enhancement. 
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APPENDIX THREE 

RECREATION OPPORTUNITY SPECTRUM 

Within the San Juan-San Miguel planning area, opportunities for recreation are varied 

and are classified according to: (I) the types of experiences that can be achieved from 
participation, (2) a variety of activities, (3) different environmental settings. The 

primary determinant of these recreation opportunity classes 1s the settlng, which 

describes the overall environment in which the recreation occurs, influences speclflc 
types of activities that can occur, and ultimately determines the resulting types of 

experiences that users can achieve. The setting is formulated using a number of factors 

such as remoteness, sl ze, amount of landscape alteration or development, the number of 
recreation users and their noticeability, management constraints, etc. 

Six broad types or classes of recreation opportunities have been recognized on a 
spectrum ranging fran largely natural and low use areas (resource dependent) to highly 

developed and intensively used areas (facility dependent). These classes are named and 
described as follows: 

Primitive (P) Areas lying more than three miles from the nearest point of motor vehicle 

access, having unmodified landscapes, where there is little evidence of 
other people, and that are almost completely free of management 

control 5. 

Semiprimitive Areas at least one-half ml le from the nearest point of motor vehicle 
Nonmotor 1 zed access but not as distant as three miles, having mostly natural 

(SPNM) landscapes, where there are some evidences of other people, and where 
there are very few management controls. 

Semiprimitive Areas alongside or near 4-WD roads and trails, havlng mostly natural 

Motor I zed (SPM) landscapes, where there are often evidences of other people but numbers 

seem to remain low, and where management controls are evident but not 

dominant. 

Roaded Natura I Areas alongside or near improved roads where pickups and cars can be 

(RN) driven, having natural ly appearing but modified landscapes, where there 

are moderate evidences and numbers of other people, and where management 
controls provide a sense of security. 

Rural (R) Areas alongside or near paved highways, or having heavily modified 

landscapes, where there may be considerable evidences or numbers of other 

People, and where management controls are easily seen. 

Modern Urban Areas alongside or near paved highways, or where the natural landscape Is 

(MU) dominated or replaced by manmade developments, where there are great 
numbers of evidences of other people, and where management controls are 

numerous and dominant. 
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APPEND IX FOUR+. 

OIL AND GAS LLASI: - SIIIcFACI:-DIS’I1IIcIIAEICI~ STII’IlIATIOHS 
_----- -- 

1. Notul~l~scnnding any provision OC this lr.?sc to the contrary, nny drilling, 
construction or other operation on the l~nncd lands thnt ~111 dintnrb tha 
curfncc chcrcof or othrrvtoc affccc the cnvironmcnt (hcrclnnfter cnllcd 
“surface dl:rurblng opcr~tlon”) conductcrl by lessee oh:111 be subject, as 
SCC Cortl1 1.1 tills stipulatton. co tlw prior npprovnl of such opcrncion by 
the District tlnnager, gurenu of Land tBnogcment. in consultntlon vf Ch the 
nppropriatc Fedcrnl hl;cncy managfng the aurfnce and to such reasonnble 
condi c ions ( not inconsistent with the purpose for which this lease is 
issued, as :he DtscrIcc Eblwgcr may require tl protect the surface of the 
leased land] and the environment. 

2. Prior to entry upon the land or the disturbance of the surface thereof for 
drilling or otbcr purposes, the lessee shall submit for approval two copies 
of a mop and cxplanatlon of the nature of the anticipated activity and surface 
disturbance to the npproprlatc Dlscrict Ilannger of chc Rureau of Land 
tlanagcment and if applicable, will also furnish the nppropriatc Federal 
Agency managing the surface vfth a copy of such map and explanation. 

An evaluation of the proposal will be made by the appropriate Federal Agency 
managing the surface for the purpose of insuring proper protection of the 
surface, the natural resources, the environment, existing improvements. 
and for assuring ttmely reclamation of disturbed lands. 

3. Upon completion of ‘said evaluation, the District Manager, Bureau oE Land 
Management shall notify lessee of the conditions, if any, to which the 
proposed surface disturbi;Ig operations will be subject. 

Said conditions may relata but are not limited to any OE th? following: 

(a) The location of drilling or other exploratory or developmental 
operations or the manner in which they are to be conducted; 

(b) The types of vehicles that may be used and the areas in which 
they may be used; 

(c) The manner or location in which improvements such as roads, 
buildings, pipelines, or other improvements are to be constructed. 

4. The plan of operation required by item 2 above must assure adequate protection 
of drainages, uaterbodles. springs, or fish and wildlife habitat, steep slopes 
or fragile SOlI. The Iessrt? agrees that during periods of adverse conditions 
due Co climatic factors such as thawing, heavy rains, or flooding, all 
activities creating irteparable or extensive damage, as determined by the 
Federal Agency managing the surface, will be suspended or the plan of operation 
modified and agreed upon. 

5. Protection of CuLtural Resources 

A. Prior to undertaking any ground disturbing activities on lands covered 
under the provisions uf this lease, the lessee shall: 

1. Contact the appropriate Bureau of Land Hanagement office on lands 
managed by Bureau of Land Management or the appropriate Federal 
Agency managing the surface on landa where the surface is administered 
by such agency to determine if a site specific cultural resource 
inventory is required. If a survey is required, then; 

2. Engage the services of a qualifled cultural resourcespecialist eccept- 
able to the Federal Agency managing the surface to conduct an intensive 
inventory for evidence of cultural resource valuee; 

3. Submit a report acceptable to the authorized officer of the Federal 
Agency managing the surface nod the Duresu of Land bhnagement; and 

4. Implement mitigation measures required by the Federal Agency managing 
the surface to preserve or avoid destruction of cultural resource valuee. 
tlitigation may include relocation of proposed facilities, testing and 
salvage or other proccctlve measures. Where impacts cannot be mitigated 
to the satisfaction of the Federal Agency managing the surface, eurface 

occupancy on that area must be prohibited. 

B. Tbc lessee or operator shall immediately bring to the attention of the 
Bureau of Iand tlarragcmcnt or the nuthortzcd officer of the Fedcrsl Agency 
managing the surface any cultural resources or any otbcr object of scientific 
interest discovered as a result of surface operations under this lease, and 
not disturb such discoveries until directed to proceed by the Bureau of 



SERIAL NUIG3ER 

In order to protect important seasonal wildliTe habitat, exploration, 
drilling, and other dev?loprwnt will be illo>!ed only c!sring the period 
from to ---_-- . This limitation 
does nota[.,>lytoijx%-nce and operation of producing we?ls. Eicckptior!: 
to this lim3tation in any partiwlar y'ear !riay be specifically approved 
in writing by the District Oil a~::i Gas Supervisor of the klinerals Man- 
agement Service (or his successor) krith the coI:currence of the appro- 
priate District Hanager of the Stir-eati of Land Management (or his successor). 

The restrictions imposed by this stipulation apply to the followirig lands 
in the lease: 

FIGNATURE 0~ LESSEE 

REASON(S) FOR RESTRICTIONS: 

4-A-2 CSO 3100-70 (June 1952) 



Form 3730-I 
(December 1975) 

(formerly 3500--1) 

UNITED STATES 
DEPART:IENT OF THE INTERIOR 
3UREAU OF LAND MANAGEVENT 

POWERSITE STIPULATION 

The lessee or permittee hereby agrees: 

(a) If  any of the land covered by this lease or permit 
was, on the date the lease or permit application or offer 
was filed, within a powersite classification, reservation, 
or project on which an application for a license or 
preliminary permit is pending before the Federal Power 
Commission or on which an effective license or pre- 
liminary permit had been issued by the Federal Power 
Commission under the Federal Power Act, or on which 
an authorized power project (other than one o:vned or 
operated by the Federal Government) had been con- 
structed, the United States, its permittees or licensees 
shall have the prior right to use such land for purposes 
of power development so applied for, licensed, per- 
mitted, or authorized and no compensation shall accrue 
‘- the mineral lessee or permittee for loss of prospective 

ts or for damages to improvements or workings, or 
. any additional expense caused the mineral lessee 

as a result of the taking of said land for power develop- 
ment purposes. It is agreed, however, that where the 
mineral lessee or permittee can make adjustments of 
his improvements to avoid undue interference with power 

development, he will be permitted to do so at his own 
expense. Furthermore, occupancy and use of the land 
by the mineral lessee or permittee shall be subject to 
such reasonable conditions with respect to the use of 
the land as may be prescribed by the Federal Power 
Commission for the protection of any improvements and 
workings constructed thereon for power development. 

(b) If  any of the land covered by this lease or permit 
is on the date of the lease or permit within a powersite 
classification or reservation which is not governed by 
the preceding paragraph, the lease or permit is subject 
to the express condition that operations under it shall 
be so conducted as not to interfere with the adminis- 
tration and use of the land for powersite purposes to a 
greater extent than ?ay be determined by the Secretary , 
of the Interior to be necessary for the most beneficial 
use of the land. In any case, it is agreed that where 
the mineral lessee or permittee can make adjustments 
to avoid undue interference with power development, 
he will be permitted to do so at his own expense. 
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Ut4ITED STATES 
DEPARTNEBT OF THE IWTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAND !IAHAGEHENT 

!dILOERNSS PROTECTION STIPULATION 

BY accepting thiq lease. the lessee acknowlec!ges that all or part of the 
lands COntalwd 1" ihis lease as shown on the attached map(s) are be,,,, 
Mwm-ied Or evaluar.ed for their wilderness potential by the oureau of 
Land t!aWlement (CL;!) under Section 603 of the Federal Land po]jcy and 
4unageme"t Act of 1976. 90 Stat. 2743 (43 u.s.c. sec. 1782). and that 
exploration or prcductlon activities Hhich are not in conformity ,,,,th 
Section 603 may never be petwitted. Expenditures in leases on which 
WJ~~ratio~ drillfng Or voduc:ion are not allowed will create no additional 
rtghts io the lease, ana such leases will expire in accordance with law. 

Activities will be permitted under the lease so long as BLM determines they will 
not Impair wilderness suitability. This will be the Case either until the BLM 
wilderness inventory proces5 nas resulted in a final wilderness inventory deci- 
ston that an area lacks wilaerness cnaracteristics, or in the case of a wilderness 
study area until Congress has decided not to designate the lands included within 
this lease as rllderness. activities wili be considered nonimpairing if the ELM 
determines thdt they meet each of the following three criteria: 

(a) It is temporary. Tiis means that the use or activity may ContinUe until 
the time when it must be terminated in order to meet the reclamation requirement 
of paragraphs (b) and (c) below. A temporary use that creates no new surface dis- 
turbance may continue unless Congress designates the area as wilderness. SO long 
as It can easily and imediately be terminated at that time, if necessary i0 
management of the area as wilderness. 

(b) Any temporary impac:s caused by the activity must. at a minimum. be 
capable of being reclaimed to a condition of being substantially unnoticeable in 
the wilderness study area (or inventory unit) as a whole by the time the SecretlrY 
of the [nterior is scheduled to send his recomnendations On that area to :he 
President, and the operator will be required to reclaim the impacts to that stand- 
ard by that date. If the wilderness study is postponed. the reclamation deadline 
will be extended accordingly. If the wilderness stuoy is accelerated, the reclama-' 
tion deadline will not be changed. A full schedule of wildewess studies will be 
developed by the Oepartment upon completion of ihe intensive wilderness 
inventory. In :he meantime. in areas not'yef scheduled for Glderness study. 
reclamation will be scheduled for comDletion within 4 years after approval Of the 
activity. (Obviously, if and when the Interim Management policy CeaSeS t0 aDPlY 
to an Inventory unit dropped from wilderness review following a final wildewes 
inventory decision of the BLf4 State Director, the reclamation deadline PreviOuslY 
specified will cease to apply.) The Secretary's schedule for transmitting his 
recomnendations to the President will not be change4 as a result of any unexpected 
inability to comolete the reclamation by the specified date. and such inability 
will not constrain the Secretary's reconsnendarlon with respect to tne area's suit- 
ability or nonsuitability for preservation as a wilderness. 

The reclamation will. to :he extent practicable, be done while the activity is in 
progress. ?eclap?ation will include the complete recontouring of all Cots and :ills 
to blend with the natural tODOgraohy, the replacement of tOPSOil. an4 the restora- 
tion of plant cover at least :O rhe 3Oint wnere natural Suc:esslon :S occurring. 
Plant cover :*iii :e re5toreG 3y -e?ns of reseeaino ar reP;dntino. us:"4 52ec:es 
previously 3ccurr;ng in :ne area. If necessary, :rrigation rili :e r&IreC. -he 
mclamation ;caerlilie .i',i 3e x5ed 3" conservarive ~~SU~?ID~:O~S ,*>:h CeGaro -.o ?rW- 
ing condi:ions. $0 25 :O ensure ~'12: the -eelmarion vi11 2e ccmoler.e. 2na 3e :i‘- 
pacts will :e suosranrialiy 3nnor;ceaOie :n :he area 35 3 unoie. :y :he ::re :!'e 
Secretary 15 5checU;eg ~0 jen* "15 -ecormenoat7ons :o the =rest<enr. :"Tlr35Z>n- 
tially unnor:ceaole.' Is oef:nes .n 'ooeno:c I of :ne Inrenm :ranaoesenr ioiicp 
and Guidelines for Lanes xIce~ dildemess Sev1ew.j 

(c) Yhen :he activi:y i5 reninatea. dna after any neeeec reclamation '5 
conolete. :ne area'5 ~~~lcerness va;ues wsi not nave 2een ,:eoraceo io 'ar. i2modr3 
Yi:n :he drea'i ,laiues icr X!ET 3ur?oseS. a5 :o 5;911f.czn:ij :xr:r?:n :ne :ecr?- 
:ary'i rec2.m.enc z;:cn rtl:n resaec: :o :ae area's ZUl~jO!~~t) 2r 70ns~~::si; y-y, 'o* 
preservac:x 15 v~iaer~zi. Tne dliaerness /aiue5 I0 ze ccn5irz2rso 3rn 3oce nsn- 
tionea in Secrion ?!c: ai rhe d:laerne5s 2:. !"c!"ornc na:ilra,neii, :Li'::d.nulTlc 
oDDor%nl:!eS 'or 5ol::uoe 3r 'or ;r~m:::ve wo ,;ncon-;:nod -ecrea:;x7. ind .?cc;,j- 
grcai. seoioqlcal #or ocze* ?ed:ures ,I? sc:w::i:c. 3~3ilc~d;. ic111;. .~r *:::zr‘- 
cal value. t ail 3r afly oar: 3i :he area :nc!ucec '*rcnln me ieist7cic ?s::ce 
is formally 2es:lndieq 3y 'cngress 2s *Il;ernes;. exoicrsc;on :na zevelcore?r 
OperarIons rak:no 3izce or i0 Tale Jidce on xac xr: of ine iedre ~11; c~ma!n 
ruoject :o :ne rew!rewnts ai in15 ;c:Oulai:on . 2iceD: :s ~oc,ii~el(~ -2:~ me kc 3f 
Congress 3esIqna::nr; :na idno d5 ul:oerne55. ;f ion;re55 coe5 not joec:f:/ ln :x.7 
act now e.x~r:!nq ieases I-24 this me HI:I oe nananeo. -.nen me :rl;v!sion5 3f :ne 
Yilderness AC'. 3f '261 ail apply. 35 :mo!enenreo 2y ruies and re+iac:ons 
Dromulg~ce~ 3y :he Jeodrtmenr of the Intenor. 

Effective thirfy aay5 sf:er ~uol!cat:on in fhe 'eaeral ?e-is:er xi ihe 
tolorJa0 State :irecror's ilnai ?ec!slon ‘.h3t a;i or any :orrm :f :ne 
public :dnd xuritce :I: '.r~:s 1ea5a '5 "OK 1+1:11111 d :;:lloer~ess ':xy &-.?a: 
Or crfect:,/e 'r.leCr~:,:iv ucon *?:'u5;i ;y :nc :mgrrrs 2i me 3*1:2d Ztatss 
t0 formally zesi.yrare JiI or any 3ort1on si :ne ooOi:c ;.inc :Urface ,n :>i: 
lease as a ~lider%ess uea. 
the lease iands +T+ec:to 

an:c:lever 3cCur5 i:rs:, all or Jny ;crrfon of 
:WreDY ,~I11 3e ouromaiica!ly rel:aved oi :he 

provis!on or :nl5 .rl:r~~rws5 7r3zeccion i:!o~lac;on w~:no~: in., 3c:ion or 
further noc!ce 3.v ine bureau of ~dno '!anaqcment. ?rovlac!l nowever :hat 
If the jL3t.e 311'uCL3r 1.55ueS Jn .i:aeru;enr LO n:5 'Inal Jec~s~on, jno -.a;d 
MlenenenL diieC:S iii 'Jr In:1 3or:lon 3r :he puollc :and SurTace lncloceo 
in this ledse oy loentlfylnl 1513 iand 15 a ?!ew rrlderness study lrea for 
tntenslve Invent3ry; :.nen crfxrlve :nlrfy 3JyE. after 2uolio::cn in the 
Federal ?cv!rs:er. J: 



Form 3 120-2 
‘7cto1,ur 1965) 

mrrly 4-1.383) 

UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

LEASE STIPULATION c 
WILDLIFE LANDS 

INSTRUCTIONS 

This form ol stipulations is lo be included in Oil and Gas Leases entcrcd into 

pursuant to 43 CFR 192.9 relating lo Oil and Gas Leases in Wildlife Refuge, 
Game Range, and Coordination Lands. 

1. The following stipulations will be made a part 
of the 13ureau of Land Management Lease Forms 3120-3 
and 3200-2, and all substitutions therefor. These 
stipulations will be made applicable as terms and con- 
ditions of performance by lessees under all oil and gas 
leases entered into under authority vested in the 
Secretary of the Interior over game range, coordination 
or Alaska Wildlife lands pursuant to the order of the 
Secretary of the Interior published in 23 Federal Rcgisfer 
227, January 11, 1958, 43 CFR 192.9. 

2. Should compliance with one or more of these 
terms and conditions be considered unduly burdensome 
~qd unnecessary to the protection of wildlife resources, 

lessee may request waiver thereof by letter addressed 
,he Secretary of the Interior setting forth, in full, the 

reasons why a waiver is considered necessary. The 
authority to grant such waivers shall be discretionary 
and may be exercised only by the Secretary or the Under 
Secretary of the Interior. 

3. The authorized officer shall (a) approve no plan 
of operation that contains provisions inconsistent with 

the stipulations hereinafter set forth; (b) waive no term 
or condition in a lease; or exercise no discretion vested 
in him unless he is satisfied the exercise of that dis- 
cretion will not damage any wildlife resource. 

4. Drilling and production operations under the 
lease shall be under the direction of the Geological 
Survey. 

5. As used herein: 
(a) the term “lessee” includes the lessee, heirs 

and assigns of the lessee and persons operating on 
behalf of the lessee; 

(b) the term “wildlife resources” include fish 
and wildlife resources and concentrations, fish and 
wildlife management operations and range improvements 
and facilities; 

(c) the term “authorized officer” means the 
State Director of the Bureau of Land Management in the 
State in which the land is located, and, in Alaska, the 
Refuge Manager of the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and 
Wildlife. 

1. The lessee shall: 
(a) comply with all the rules and regulations of 

the Secretary of the Interior; 
(b) prior to the beginning of operations, appoint 

and maintain at all times during the term of the lease a 
local agent upon whom may be served written orders or 
notices respecting matters contained in thesestipulations 
and to inform the authorized officer in writing of the 
name and address of such agent. I f  a substitute agent 
is appointed, the lessee shall immediately inform the 
said representative; 

(c) conduct all authorized activities in n manner 
satisfactory. to the authorized .officer with due regard for 
good land mnnagcment and avoid damage to improvements, 
timber, crops, and wildlife cover; fill all sump holes, 

hes, and other excavations or cover all debris; and, 
iar as reasonably possible, restore the surface of the 

leased lands to their former condition; and, when re- 
quired, to bury all pipelines below plow rlcplh. The 

authorized officer shall have the right to enter all the 
premises at any time to inspect both the installation 
and operational activities of the lessee; 

(d) take such steps as may be necessary to pre- 
vent damage to wildlife; 

(c)do all in his power to prevent and suppress 
forest, brush, or grass fires, and to require his em- 
ployccs, contractors, subcontractors and employees of 
contractors or subcontractors to do likewise; 

(I) install adequate blow-out prevention equip- 
ment; 

(g) construct ring dikes and sump pits to confine 
drilling mud and other pollutnnls and make safe dis- 
position of salt water by use of injection wells or such 
other method as may be approved in the plan of operation; 

(h) cover flare pits in areas of wildlife concen- 
Iration; 
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the type ot safety equipment that will be employed; the 
lctures not required in producing operations within methods to be used to assure the diiposition of drilling 

00 days after the completion of drilling; mud, pollutants, and other debris; the location of fa- 
(j) comply with and see to it that his agents and cilities in relation to flood levels; and such other 

employees comply with all Federal and State laws re- specific matters as the authorized officer may require. 
lating to hunting, fishing, and trapping; The plan of operation shall be kept current in all re- 

(k) commit the lease to any unit plan required in spccts and all revisions and amendments submitted to 
the intcrcst of conservation of oil or gas resources or the authorized officer for written approval; 
for the protection of wildlife; (m)do all things reasonably necessary to prevent 

Cldl (I) p 

rlor to the conduct of geological, geophys- or reduce to the fullest extent scarring and erosion of 
., or core drilling operations or construction of any the land, pollution of the water resources and any dam- 

facilities, or prior to operntions to drill or produce, sub- age to the watershed. Where construction, operation, 
mit in frip/icrrfr for approvnl,‘l’n writing, by the authorized or maintenance of any of the facilities on or connected 
officer a plan of operation that will include detailed with this lease causes damage to the watershed or 
statements indicating the manner in which the lessee pollution of the water resource, the lessee agrees to 
will comply with these stipulations together with a repair such damage, including reseeding and to take 
statement that the lessee agrees that compliance with such corrective measures to prevent further pollution or 
these stipulations and with the approved plan of op- damage to the watershed as are deemed necessary by 
erations are conditions of performance under this lease the authorized officer; 
and that failure to comply with these provisions (rlnfess (n) file the bond required b:l Sec. 2a(4) of the 
fhy are fidiued by fhf Sccrclnry or !hC Under Sccretnry lease before conducting any operations on the Icase- 
o/ rbe /rr/erior) will be grounds for cancellation of the hold, and file any additional bond required by the 
lease by the United States. Notwithstanding other authorized officer to pay for damages to wildlife habitat, 
provisions in these stipulations, the lessee shall include including trees and shrubs, or wildliie improvements; 
in any plan of operation specific provisions relating (0) agree to respect and comply with any new 
‘q: the time, place, depth and strength of seismographic rqquirements imposed by the Secretary of the Interior, 

!s, maps showing the location of his leases included or the authorized officer, on the operating program as 
the plan, actual and proposed access roads, bunk- operating experiences proves necessary in order to 

houses, proposed well locations, storage and utility give complete protection to wildlife populations and 
facilities, water storage, pipelines and pumping stations; wildlife habitat on the areas leased. 

2. ‘The lessee shall not: depth of seismographic shots shall be submitted to the 
(a) construct roads, pipelines, utility lines, and authorized officer for advance approval in writing and 

attendant facilities that are either unnecessary or which immediately following the detonation of any scismo- 
might interefere with wildlife habitat or _ resources or graphic charge, the hole shall be filled or plugged and 
with drainage; any surface damage repaired to the satisfaction of the 

(b) modify or change the character of streams, authorized officer; 
lakes, ponds, water holes, seeps, and marshes, except (I) without advance approval, in writing, use any 
by advance approval in writing by the authorized officer water or water source controlled or developed by the 
nor shall he in any way pollute such streams, lakes, United States; 
ponds, water holes, seeps, or marshes; (g) use mobile equipment under such conditions 

(c) conduct operations at such times as will as to permanently damage surface resources, cause 

interfere with wildlife concentrations; scarring and erosion, or interfere with wildlife con- 
(d) conduct geological or geophysical explorations centrations; 

that might damage any wildlife resource and such op- (h) conduct geological, .or geophysical, or core 
erations shall be conducted only in accordance with drilling operaiions or construct roads, bunkhouses or 
advance npprovnl, in writing, by the authorized officer any facilities or drill or produce under a lcasc until 
as to the time, manner of travel, and disturbances of the submittal and approval in writing of a plan of op- 
surfaces and the facilities required for the protection eration pursuant to l(1) above, or dcvia!e therefrom until 

’ wildlife; a r1y revisions or amendments of said plan have Lccn 
(e) use esplosives in fish spawning or rearing approved in writing by the authorized officer; 

:ZlS, nesting areas, lambing grounds, or other areas (i) burn rubbish, trash, or other inflammable 
of wildlife concentrations during periods of intense , materials or use explosives in a manner or at il time 
acti\,ity or at any other time or in any manner that might that would constitute ;I fire hazard. 
damage any wildlife resources; the pattern, size, and 
__._.__ ..- . - -.. .- -. .--------- -- -.. -- . z 
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Table 4-A-l. Summary of Oil and Gas Leaslng Stlpulatlons r/ 

Kinds of Current Resource Resovce Preferred 

stlpulatlons Management Conservation Utll Izatlon Alternative 

Standard st lpul attons 

(for al I oil a gas leases) 

Special stipulations!! 

840,789 2/ 

943,390 1/ 

Wildlife 

Deer 8 elk winter range 

Elk calving grounds 

Grouse strutt I ng area 
Peregr Ine falcon area 

238,530 248,890 248,890 248,890 

9,700 9,700 9,700 9,700 

2,920 2,920 2,920 2,920 

(Paradox Val ley) 2,160 2.160 2,160 2,160 
Winter eagle concentration areas 49,420 53,020 53,020 53,020 

No-surface occupancy stipulations 

WIldlIfe 

McElmo Research Natural Area 

Peregrine falcon area 

(Mesa Verde) 

(Perlns Peak) 

Cultural 

400 

200 

920 

&II I Canyon Rockshelter 

Cahone Canyon 

Cannonbal I Mesa 

Cross Canyon 

00 I ores Cave 

Dominguez-Escalante Ruins 

Indian Henry’s Cabin 

Lowry Ruin 

McLean Basin Towers 
Other sites 

Pa lnted Hand Petrog lyphs 

Palnted Hand Ruin 

Sand B East Rock canyons 

Squaw/Papoose Canyon 

Tabeguache Canyon 

Tabeguache Pueb I o 

-- 

-a 

80 
-- 

40 

80 

80 

800 
120 
-- 

1,640 

839,879 913,850 878,225 

0 

200 

920 

5 5 
-- -- 

80 80 
-- -- 

60 60 

40 40 

160 160 

80 80 
80 80 

120 120 

80 80 
1,640 1.640 

-- 

120 

0 

200 

920 

120 

400 

200 

920 

5 

5,346 

80 

4,669 

60 

40 

160 

80 

80 
800 
120 

80 
1,640 

2,749 

3,100 
120 
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Table 4-A-l. (Continued 1 

Kinds of Current Resource Resource Preferred 
stlpulatlons Management Conservation Utillzatlon Alternatlve 

Retreat fona I 

Dolores River Canyon 34,680 2 1,600 50,230 2 1,600 

No Leaslng 

Wildllfe 

Peregrine fal con area 

(Per ins Peak 8 An Imas 

Mounta In) 

Recreational 

Menefee Mountaln -- -- 
Weber Mounta 1 n -- -- 

1,480 1,480 1,480 1,480 

-- 
5,000 

4,840 

Cultural 

Cahone Canyon -w -- -- 3,694 

Cross Canyon -- -- -- 7,065 

Other sites 120 120 120 120 

Sand d East Pock canyons 4,240 4,240 4,240 4,240 

Squaw/Papoose Canyon -- -- -- 1,862 

WI I derness -- 102,601 -- 28,630 

‘/By area and by alternative. 
2 With Wilderness Inter Im Management. 

z/Without Wilderness lnterlm Management. 

Q/Special stipulations llmlt operations on wildllfe habltat areas crltlcal to species 

during certain seasons of the year. 

Source: BLM Data 1984. 
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APPENDIX FOUR-B. 
UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERlOR 
BUREAU OF L4ND l%4NAGEMENT 

COAL STIPULATIONS. 
COAL LEASE 

This lease, is entered into on 
Land ManagemaX. and 

by the Unked Staler d Amerka. !he lessor Ihrough rhe Bureau d 

and shall become effcr.<ive on 
, the lessee. 

Sec. I. STATUTES AND REGUlATlONS - This lease is issued pursuant and subject to lhe lerrns and prmisions of the Mineral Leasing Act of February 25. 
1920.4 I SW 437. as amended. 30 U.K. Sections 181.237 and 90 Stsl. 1083.1092. hereafter referred lo as the Act and of lhe Surface Mining Conwol and 
Reclamation Act of 1977.3OU.S.C. Section I201 el seq.. andtheMineralLessingAc(forAcquired LandsdAugust7. 1947,aramended.30U.S.C. 351.359 et 
seq. This lease issubject lo all regulations dike Secre~aryd theInlerior(including but nollimited m30CFRPsrt2l 1 and ChaplerVll and43CFRGroup3400) 
which are now in force or (uccpt r~s erpressiy llmited herein) hereaRer in force. and all such regulations are made a parl hereof. 

WITNESSE-ni: 

Sec. 2. RIGHTS OF LESSEE -The lessor, in considcrabon of any bonus paid (or lo be paid if deferred). renl~ and royalliesand other conditions herein&er set 
fond. hereby granlr and leases lo Lhe lessee the exclusive right and privilege 10 mine and dispose d 

CollhlinirWj acres. more or less and. subjccl lo lhe condilions. limildtions and prohibitions provided in lhls lease and in 
af)plicab!c acts and rcgulalions. lhe righl to conslructall works. buildings. slrwtures, equipmcn(. and applianceswhich may be ncceswyand convenient Ior the 
mintrag and fmparalimr d Ihe coal for markel.and. subjecllo Ihe conditions hereinpravidcd.lo use so muchd\he surface as mayreusonsblybe required inlhc 
rwrciw ol the rights and pritilegcc herein granled for a period d 20 years and so long thereafter as the condition d continued operation is rnc~ 

See. 5. Hf:N TAI. - An ann,onl rental d h each acre 
01 fraction Uwred shall be pald in advance on or bdore each anniwrsary dale 
01 this Icase. This scclion shall nol be suhjrcl IO rcvlsion excepl in the course 
0r Icase rcadjuslmenl. 

Sec. 6. PROWCTION ROYALlY - .Ttre lessee shall pay a produclion 
roya~ty d percenl d Ihe value of coal produced by skip or 
auger melhods and WCCC~I 0r he va~ue 0r cw~ pro 

duced by underground mining methods. The value of coal shall be daer. 
mined as SCI forth in 30 CFR 21 I. Produciion royallies paid for 8 calendar 
month shall bc reduced ty Ihe amount d any advance royalties paid under 
lhis least lo Ihe edenl Ihal such advance royallies hwc nd been used lore 
duce lwxtuclion royallies in r~ prrvio!!s monllr. Ilovwver. produclion royal. 
liel payable aner lhe 2nlh yrnr d Ihe Ic;ae shall no1 be reduced by s&tvance 
royallies paid during lhc first 20 years d Ihe lease. Produc(ion royallies shall 
be payable Ihe final day d Ihe month succeeding llrc calendar monlh in 
which Ihe coal is sold. unless otlwwise specified in 30 CFR 2 I I. The royally 
r&es provided in Ihis wclion shall not be subject lo r?vGBn ercep( in the 
coursed lease readjuslmenl. 

Sec. 7 ADVANCE ROYALTY - Upon rcqrwsl by ltre lessee the Dislricl Min- 
ing Supervisor may accept. Iw a Idol d nd mow than IO )~~nrs.. lhe pay 
men1 ol advance royallies in lieu d conlinued operation c~nslslenl with the 
regulallons in 43 CFR 3473 and 30 CFR 21 I. The advance royaky shall be 
based on a p+xenl d the value d I minimum number d tons which shall be 
daerrnined in Ihe manner established by lhe regulallons in 30 CFR 21 I. 

Sec. 0 METI IOD OF PAYMENTS - The lessee shall make rentil payments 
lo lhe oppropdate Bureau Or Lend Monagernenl &e unlil ProducciOn 
roynkie~ become payable. Thereafter. all rentals. produclion royalties and 
advance royalUcs shall be paid lo Ule spproprlste &ice d tie Unshed SIBI~~ 
Minerals Management Sewice. 



Sec. 13. SPECtAL STATU-TtiS - l-he lessee shall c”mf>ly wl,h ,IIC provi- 
uons of the Federal \Ua,er P”llu,ion Co~~lrol Ati (33 U S.C. I I5 I. I I751 and 
,hr Clrarr A&r hci (42 U.S.C. 7401 e, rer, ). 

SK 14. AUTHORIUIT’ION OF OlHER USES Ahll LXPOSITION OF 
LFASED LANOS - (a) The te,,“, reserves ,he rqh, ,” .x~,I?o,~:e “thcr uses 
cl ,he leased lands by regula:~or~ or Iby issuing. 1,) a‘ldi,lor, ,” ,tus ledhe. 
lezxses. I~cer~ses. Pemu!s. U~S~IXII,P. or rqh,s-of way. inch&q k~5ses for 
,he developmen, of ,ru~,~,ts “(her than coal ~,r)tler ,he hrl. Tt,r lessor may 
aulhorire any o,trer uses of ,he lea~d Idnds that do I)“! vnrr~sorubly ~n,ec 
fere w4h Ihe explcra,,on and nurrq “tlerillior~s of lhe !esscc. DIK! ,!IC lessee 
shdl m.,ke clll ,e,,sonablc cllort, 1” ,,vold ,:~,e,f,~,,ce wl,h such ault,or,zed 

Sec. 15. EQUAL OPXXTUNI PI CLAUSE - The lessee w!I comply will 
dll probisiorrs of Execur~e Order No. I I246 of Sep,cmber 24. 1965. os 
arnerrdrd. and the rules. rrgula,,o~~s ,xrd W:W~III, “rdcrs of ,hr Scc~,a,y of 
Labor. 

sec. 16. CERTIFICATION Of- N~NSKKWAXD FAclLrws - Lly en. 
trr~ng ir>lo ,his lease. ,!re lessee cen~fies ,ha, he does !l”, and will no, ~BIJIW 
tain or protide for his employees any segregated lacillties a, anyd his estilb 
Ihshmcnls. and ,ha, he does no, and WIII #I”, permit his employees 1” perform 
thelr services at any location ur,der his c”:~lrol where segregaled ldcililies are 
ma~nlairwrl. The lessee agrees lhir, J breach d Ihis cert:fic.l,ion is a vi”lrl,ior) 
of ,he Equal Opportun~,y CIWW of ,hi\ lexc. As used I” thus cen&:n,~on, the 
kmn “segregated fdcjlihes” mc.~ns. but IS no, tun~tcd ,“. ar,y w&iny rooms. 
work nreas. rest ,oo,,>~ and w.,sh r”or,,s. ,e,,“urarx, ar>d oltrer e,,,,r,g areds. 
time clocks. locker rooms ilnd “,her sldrage or dressiq nrei)s. fwrkirlg tots. 
drlnkirlg four~~ns. recre&“u or en,e&xrrmen, JWU~. Iransportatiorx. and 
hourang fac&:ies provided for erl,pl”yees which dre segreynled by cxplicil 
direclive or are in lxt scqrrg&e” “11 Ihe basis of race. color, religion. or 
naliondl origin. because of h&!,, Iocdl cvs,“m. or o,hcruisc. Lessee funher 
ayrces tha, (e~cep, w!lerc lessee 1x1s ob,ained idenhcal cerlllicxions from 
proposed c”“,r~cl”rs and aubcorr,r~lor, for >~ecihc Lime pe,,c*la) lessee 
~111 obuln nden,ical cer,ifica,i”ns f~oln profz~sed c”r~,rx~“rs and subcon- 
IrdcIors prior 10 award 01 contrdcls or 5ukonlracU cxcredmg ~lO.OiXl 
which are ,\“I exemp, from the provlsiorrs of the Equal Opponunity clause; 
that lessee will re,,~\ such cr,,~llcdlions in lessee’s files: .~nd Ihal lessee ~111 
iorwud the followllrg rjotice lo such proposed c”n,rac,“rs and subcorxrac 
lors (excrpl where propoxxl c”r~lr”cL”r or subc”n,rac,or t,;ls s;,bmil,rd 
idenlical cerGca,ions lor specific ~rne periods). No,ice 1” prospective corv 
Imrtors and sukm~rac!ors “i ~C~JLIIICIIICII~ lor ccr,ltic‘l,i”n of r>“r>- 
sqrrg~lrd lacibties A Cer/~lrcorron of rVonseorevc!ed F~crlr~res. as 
required by ltre Mq 9. l%7. order (32 F.R. 7439. M.,y 19. 1967) on 
Elrrr~rr~olron ol.Se~ragored F<~ol,r,er. by ,he Secre,a,-y”f Labor. mus, 
be subml,,ed prior 1” Ihc abald of n cor~dc: excef 1 sIO,LWlwhirh II r>“t 

Sec. 22. WANER OF CONDlilO>S - -rhe Icswr ~CSCIV,‘S Ihe r,gt,, 10 
waive any breach 01 lhe cond:tions ,.“tl,.ru~d ill ,his lease. cxcepc the bre.lch 
cl such corrdi!lolls IS arc requrrcd ly Lhe AK,. bu, sr~y such w&xv sl~,,ll KX 
k3d orlly 1” ,he pa&xldr brearh 5” wil~cd xd shdll no, lunv, ,hc r~gh,s ~11 
,he lessor “l,h respeci ,” arry fulure brexh: r,or ,h.lll ,hc WillW, of d p*,,,cu 
la, brcxh preven, c~,~r:ella,~on of ,his le~re lo, arly “,her cd,,se. or lo, ,,,e 
mrne Cd”SC “cc”rrirlg dl ilnoltler tlrrle. 

SK. 23. t71=3wxr~rf~r of’ -rf:ms AND CONDITIONS - tat rt,,! 
lease is subjecl to readjuslrnent on lhe 20th year aher the cffcccrve d,~,e and 
on ench IO,h yeilr therml,er. I” order ,h‘¶, ,he lease may tW ,<..,d,“S,C!d ‘,, 
close as possible to ,he d&es when I, becomes sut,,e<? rd ~ad,u~,mcn~. ,hc 
lessor may proo”se lhe terms “1 readfur,men, of any cor~i~tionr of h, 
kase. ,nrlndmy ,en,ill and royal,y rate!.. before the ZC!!, ye<,r .,Rer ,he &cc- 
live d.l,e and before each I O.year u~,erval Ihe:eahcr. The au,hruizird “f!ir er 
shall rlolify Itre lcssec whe,her hc ir>,ends to rcildjus, llle Lerms drld co8;dl. 
liorjs of ,he least and. if !re intends ,” readtus:. ,he n~,ure of ,he readlox, 
mertls irl sccordar~e wi,h ,hc reyuliltions ill 43 Cf’R 345 I Unlrss Ihe h:ssve 
wilhin 60 days al,er recedp( of ,he proposed reod~uated ,erms. files wt,!~ :he: 
lessor an objec,ior, lo Ihe propxed reodjustcd co:>d4:ons or rrl~nqu~sl~!:. 
lhr le<~sc ils of Ltre eflective dale of the read~us,mc~r. lt~e Icsbec sh,,!, t*: 
deemed conclusively ,” hxe agreed 1” such cond~,ions 



4-B-3 



APPENDIX FIVE 

SAN JUAN/SAN MIGIEL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

EMPHAS I S AREAS/MANAGEMNT GU I DANCE 

I ntroduct Ion 

The San Juan/San Miguel Resource Management 

Plan (RMP) defines the lorg-term directlon 

for managing the publ Ic lands and minerals 

withln the plannlrg area. The fU4P also 

defines the overal I direction and required 
actlvitles to achieve the desired resource 

conditions and Is composed of two principle 

parts: (a) multiple use emphasis areas that 

describe the varlous management practices 

and guide1 I nes to be used in admi nlsterl rg 

the public lands and minerals, and (b) a 

resource management map that shows the 

var 1 ous emhas I s areas and boundar I es for 

future management. Table 5-l was devel cped 

In response to public issues and management 

concerns and how avallable, suitable, and 

capable the land and Its resorces are. 

Implement1 ng this land use plan Is the key 

to translatlrg the goals, management prac- 

tlces, and guidelines stated In the plan 
1 nto on-the-ground results. It WI I I be put 

Into effect through budget1 ng and annual 

work plan processes, which supplement the 

land use plan by making the adjustments 

needed to reflect current priorities within 

the overal I plan direction. 

Through the annual work plan process, money 

wll I be placed In pr lority order to accon- 

pllsh tasks needed to implement the land use 
plants goals, practices, and guIdelines. The 

lmplementatlon wll I general ly require mDre 

detailed activity planning prlor lo actual 

on-the-ground adlons. Many of the actlvi ty 

plannirg actions wll I be subject to detailed 

environmental assessments (EAs; not wrltten 

for projects adequately cchrered In the 

RMP/EIS) and resultant declslons; the plan 

wll I also be used as direction for these 
future actlons. 

Table 5-l was written the fal I of 1983 
before the BLM and USFS land exchange bil I 

was passed (PL 98-141, October 31, 1983). 

Thus, sane of the land now under the Forest 

Servicers jurisdlctlon Is discussed under 

BLMls land use planning process (see 

Appendix 1 for details of the land 

exchange). 

Implementation 

Table 5-l consists of dire&Ion concernlrg 

actlvlties needed to implement the goals and 

objectives of the particular emphasis area. 

Specl f Ic I imlts and constraints may be 

defined within emphasis areas to ensure 

objectives are achieved. 

Land use plannl ng Is not a process whereby 

every possible future use of the public land 

can be forecast and taken Into account In an 

RMP. However, the emphasis areas can be used 

to determine canpatibillty with possible 

future uses of the public land and minerals. 

For example, as possible future uses arise, 

they WI I I be conpared to the management 

emphasis on a given area and relative 
ccmpatibllity will be detennlned; If the 

uses are compatible, they would be allowed. 

Uses that -t-e found to be I ncompat lble 

could require any of the fol lowlng actions: 

(1) land use plan amendments, (2) mltigatlon 

to brlrg the uses withln the goals and 

objectives of the emphasis area, and (3) 

relocation to another area where the 

proposed uses would be compatible wlth the 

given enphasis for the area. 

Thls lard use plan wil I be used as direction 

for deck sions made I n the immediate future 

ln the plannlrg area. When necessary, 

revisions will be completed based upon 

monitoring and evaluatlon, new data, new or 

revised pol Icy, and changes in circumstances 

affect I rg the entlre or major portions of 

the plan. Revisions wil I comply with al I of 

the requlranents of these regulations for 

preparing and approving the orlglnal RMP. 
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APPENDIX SIX 

BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES 

Range 

The fol lowing procedures would be fol lowed in constructing all management facilities 
and for vegetation manipulations: 

(1) Specific projects would be assessed individually through environmental 

assessments to determine whether they would have adverse environmental impacts. 

(2) Roads or trails to new construction or project sites would not normally be 

constructed; rather, using existing roads and trails would be encouraged. 

Cultural Resources 

Best management practices for addressing cultural resource impacts are based upon the 
Historic Preservation Act of 1966 and 36 CFR 800. Sites in al I project areas are 

identified and recorded dictated by knowledge of the area’s cultural values already 
identified and those values which have potential for yielding significant information. 

Once identified via Class I, II, or III surveys (see Glossary), sites are then 

evaluated as to their significance via 36 CFR 800. Often, minimal testing (excavation) is 
needed to make this determination. Consultations with the Colorado State Historic 

Preservation Officer and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation are done with 
projects where significant sites will be affected. 

Total evidence is the primary mitigation measure used. Sometimes buried cultural 

resources exist with no surface indications; to protect them, all surface-disturbing 
actions have the following stipulations attached: If subsurface cultural resources are 

encountered dur i ng construct ion, activity near the resource will cease and BLM will be 
notified immediately. In many cases, area site densities are high enough to warrant a 

cultural monitor who is present during all surface-disturbing operations in case cultural 
Val Ues are unearthed. 

Threatened and Endangered (T&E) Species 

No action would be taken by the BLM that could jeopardlze the continued existence of 

any federal ly listed T&E plant or animal species. An endangered species clearance with 

the USFWS would be required before any part of the proposal or alternatives would be 
Implemented that could affect an endangered species or Its habitat. 

In situations where data are insufficient to make an assessment of proposed actions, 

surveys of potential habitats would be made before a decision is made to take any action 
that could affect T&E species. Should the BLM determine that there could be an effect on 

a federally listed species, formal consultation with the USFWS would be initiated. 
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Wilderness 

All wilderness values would be protected on lands under wilderness review or study. 

Guidelines in the Interim Management Policy (BLM, Revised, July 12, 1983) would be 
followed for designated WSAs. No impairing projects would be al lowed in these areas. 

Genera I 

All actions would consider the BLM’s VRM criteria. 

Wildlife escape devices would be installed and maintained in water troughs. 

In crucial wildlife habitat (winter ranges, fawning/calving areas, strutting grounds, 
etc.), construction work on projects would be scheduled during seasons when the animals 

are not concentrated to avoid or minimize disturbances. 

After construction, any disturbed areas would be revegetated with a mixture of 
grasses, forbs, and shrubs as appropriate for the specific site. 

Analysis of cost effectiveness would be done on an AMP basis prior to installing any 

management faci I i ty or land treatment. 

Vegetative manipulation projects would be done in irregular patterns creating more 

edge (more than strip and block manip’ulation), with islands of vegetation left for cover. 

Consultation with the CDCW would be completed prior to job layout, design, and 

construction for wildlife projects that may significantly affect wildlife or their 
habitat. 

Chemical treatment would consist of applying approved chemicals to control target 
species of plants. Before chemicals are appl ied, the BLM would comply with the Department 

of the Interior regulations. All chemical applications would be preceded by an approved 

Pesticide Use Proposal . Al I applications of pesticides would be under the supervision of 

a certified pesticide applicator and would be carried out in compliance with the Colorado 
pesticide laws. 

Al I land treatment projects on crucial wildlife ranges would be limited in size, 

where necessary, by the cover requirements of wildlife. 

If debris should enter any stream, it shall be removed concurrently with the yarding 
operations and before removing equipment fran the project site. Removing debris shal I be 

accomplished so that natural streambed conditions and stream bank vegetation are not 
disturbed. 

Avoid stream crossings if possible. If not, minimize approach cuts and fil Is and 

channel disturbance and maintain stream bank vegetation. 

Do not locate stream crossings strictly on a grade basis. When possible, choose a 
stable site and adjust grade to it. 
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Deposit excess material in stable locations well above the high water level and never 
into the stream channel. Do not allow any material, including sidecast soil, StUmps, 

logs, or other material to be deposited into a stream. 

Provide appropriate width buffer strips adJacent to perennial and intermittent 

streams, springs, and wet meadows. 

lnstal I water bars on skid trails when logging is finished. 

Avoid logging across any stream supporting resident fish or on any stream where a 
downstream water system might be affected. 

Time logging activities to the season in which soil damage can be kept to acceptable 

I imits. 

For timber harvest roads, take advantage of natural landing areas (flatter, better 

drained, open areas) to reduce soil disturbance associated with log landings and temporary 
work roads. 

Vary road grades where possible to reduce concentrated flow in road drainage ditches 

and to reduce erosion on road surfaces. 

Maintain roads immediately after logging and whenever necessary by cleaning ditch 

lines, blading debris from empty landings, trimming damaged culvert ends, and clearing out 

culvert openings. 

When installing culverts, avoid changes in channel orientation and place culverts to 

conform to the natural channel gradient. Design culverts for maximum stream flow (e.g., 

25-yr discharge). 
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APPENDIX SEVEN 

MONITORING AND EVALUATING 

The decisions outlined In the San Juan-San Miguel RMP will be implemented over a 

period of ten years, depending on avai I able funding and manpower. The effects of 

Implementation will be monitored and evaluated on a periodic basis over the life of the 

plan. The general purposes of this monitoring and evaluating wil I be: 

1. To determine if an action is fulfil ilng the purpose and need for which it was 
designed, or if there is a need for modifying or terminating an action. 

2. To discover unanticipated andtorI unpredictable effects. 

3. To determine if mltlgation measures are working as prescribed. 

4. To ensure that decisions are being implemented as scheduled. 

5. To provide for continuing comparison of plan benefits versus costs, 
Including social, econcmic, and environmental benefits. 

A specific monitoring plan will be written for the wildlife, watershed, and range 
programs. This plan will provide a framework for choosing the study methods that will 

provide the lnformatlon needed to issue and implement specific management decisions which 
ef feet watershed, WI Id I i fe, and range. Monitoring efforts WI I I focus on al lotments in the 

I1 Improven category. For the range program, methods are available for monitoring vegeta- 

tive trend, forage, utilization, actual use (livestock numbers and periods of grazing), 

and c I imate. The data col lected from these studies wi II be used to evaluate Current 

stocking rates, to schedule pasture moves by livestock, to determine levels of forage 
competition, to detect changes in plant communities, and to identify patterns of forage 

use. tie of the methods that could be used include: frequency trend transects, base 

photo trend plots, key forage plant utilization estimates, aerial and ground reconnais- 

sance of animal numbers and grazing patterns, actual use surveys, and low altitude aerial 

photography transects. 

Priorities for monitoring grazing allotments will be established in this plan. The 

methodology and intensity of study that is chosen for a particular al lotment wil I be 

determlned by the nature and severity of the resource conflicts that are present in that 
allotment. 

For the wildlife program, monitoring wi 11 be directed at the biotic resource 

components using both temporary and permanent studies. The findings from these studies 

can be used to monitor responses in habitat condition and trend; mon ltor forage 

avai labi I ity, composition, and vigor; monitor changes in cover and habitat effectiveness; 

and monitor habitat management objectives. 

Some of the methods that are available include: ut i I i zat ion transects, browse 

condition and trend transects, modified browse canopy coverage transects, woody riparian 
surveys and photo plots, range site condition ratings, height and weight grazed plant 
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method, color infrared aerial photography, pellet group transects, fisheries species 
ccmposition and population surveys, and nongame bird and small mammal plots. 

Monitoring for the watershed program will mainly involve monitoring Soil erosion, 

although trends in streambank stability and water qua1 ity wil I be monitored for mining and 
forestry activities. Some of the methodologies that can be used are the point frame 

method, the sediment trap method, the particle transport method, and channel geometry. 

Specific monitoring plans for other programs will be developed if the need arises. 

The data collected frcm the monitoring and evaluating process wi l l be analyzed and 

considered in the decision making process. This will provide information regarding the 

effects of the land use decisions, the adequacy of mitigation methods, etc. If monitoring 

indicates that significant unexpected adverse impacts are occurring or that mitigating 

measures are not working as predicted, it may be necessary to amend or revi se the RMP. If 

implementation and mitigating efforts are highly successful, monitoring and evaluating 
efforts may be reduced. 
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APPENDIX EIGHT. ECONOMICS. 

Table 8-l. Ranch Reverue within Plannlrg Area In 1983 Dollars. '/ 

Ranch data 

Number of cattle Number of sheep Both cattle Both cattle 

<249 25b549 550-749 >750 _ (1,249 >1,250 and sheepy and sheep? - - - 
<750 >750 - - 

$70,622 $438,886 

19,562 0 

Llvestock revenue 

Crop rsderue 

$77,975 $206,444 

0 0 

577,975 $206,444 

$36,362 $95,674 $231,089 $417,204 

0 0 0 2,403 - - 

$90,184 $438.886 Total gross revewe $36,362 595,674 $231,089 $419,607 

31,961 73,439 164,946 345,745 
798 4,058 4,386 4,009 

86 777 2,706 3,598 

62,777 154,625 63,137 324,559 
1,254 3,520 979 3,946 

1,704 2,231 1.117 9,053 

Operatifg expenses 

Forest Service fees 

BLM fees 

65,735 160,376 65,233 337,558 Total operatiq costs 32,845 78,274 172,038 353,352 

1,227 2,474 2,738 4,671 
12,139 19,585 25,703 38,897 

2,983 20,767 

13,270 20,457 

11,080 28.088 

Livestock depreciation 

Machinery depreciation 
4,522 13,993 

6,804 13,669 

2,628 6,834 

13,954 34,496 

Imprwements depreciation 2,476 4,118 5,891 10,566 

Total depreciation costs 15,842 26,177 34,332 54,134 

Famlly labor 19,144 12,731 27,089 13,687 
Operator labor 17,684 29,532 14,678 20,160 

Total owner labor 36,828 42,263 41,767 33,847 

Net revenue -49,193 -51,041 -7,434 -21,727 

27.333 69,312 

19,144 12,731 14,358 16,751 
17,684 17,684 17,684 17,684 

30,415 32,042 34,435 36,828 

-32,129 -20,471 -36,817 -4,813 



Table 8-l. (Contlfued) 

Ranch data 

Number of Cattle Number of sheep Both cattle Both cattle 
x249 \250-549 550-749 >750 (1,249 21,250 and sheep2 - and sheep? - 

<750 >7 50 - - 

Number of ranche& III 35 6 5 2 4 4 3 

Dependency on BLM lands 

Low 

Medium 

Hlgh 

65 8 3 I 2 0 4 0 

30 I4 0 0 0 . 2 0 2 

16 13 3 4 0 2 0 1 

l/ReveNe data adjusted to 1983 dollars fran Bartlett et al ., 1979. 
3 This figure represents ranches where there are <219 cattle or c999 sheep, with a combined flglre of *750. 
‘This figure represents ranches where there are-;220 cattle or 7,000 sheep, 

4/Stanger and Tohil I, personal ccanmun., 1983. - 

with a canbi ned figure oT 7,750. 

- 
Note: This presents typical ranch econrmlc data within the planning area. 

Sowces: BLM Data 1984 and CSU (Dept. of Range Science) August 1979. 



APRNDIX EIQiT. ECONOMICS. 

Table 8-2. Charge 1 n Ranch Reverue By Alternative in 1983 Dol lars. 

Resou-ce 

Conservation 

Number Change Change 
of AUMS AUMS 

ranches (total) (average) 

Change gross revenue 

Total Aver age 

Change net revenue 

Total Aver age 

Estlmated capacity 

Reductions 91 -15,045 -155 -593,825 -6,121 3,061,206 31,559 

Increases 51 4,091 80 161,471 3,166 -832,396 -16,321 
Nat 148 -10,954 -75 432,354 -2,955 2,228,810 15,238 

Potential capacltv 

Reductions 90 -14,073 -156 -555,461 -6,172 2,863,433 31,815 

co Increases 69 8,532 124 336,758 4,880 -1,736,006 -25,160 
I w Net 159 -5,541 2 -218,703 -1,292 1,127,427 6,655 

Cvrent 

Management 

Number 

of 

ranches 

Change 

AIJMS 

(total 1 

Change 

AUMS 

(average) 

Change gross revenue 

Tota I Average 

Change net revenue 

Tota I Average 

Estimated capacity 

Reductions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Increases 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Net 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Potentlal capacity 

Reductions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Increases 11 8,900 809 351,283 31,935 -1,810,883 -164,625 

Net 11 8,900 809 351,283 31,935 -1,810,883 -164,625 



b 

Resource 
UtIllzatlon 

Number 
of 

ranches 

Table a-2. (Conti rued) 

Charge Charge Change gross revenue 
AUMs AUMs 

(total ) (average) Tota I Average 

Change net revenue 

Tota I Aver age 

Estimated capacity 

Reductions aa -14,486 -165 -571,762 -6,497 2.947.466 33,493 
Increases 83 11,674 141 460,772 5,551 -2,375,309 -28,618 
Net 171 -2,812 -24 -110,990 -946 572,157 4,875 

Potential capacity 

Reductions 
Increases 
Net 

69 -3,063 -44 -120,897 -1,752 623,229 9,032 
125 42,800 342 1,689,316 13,515 -a,708,516 -69,668 
194 39,737 298 1,568,419 11,763 -a,oa5,287 -60,636 

OD 
I Number Charge Charge Change gross revenue Change net revenue 

P Referred of AU& AUMs 
ranches (total) (average) Tota I Aver age Tota I Average 

Estimated capacity 

Reductions a7 -14,598 -168 -576,183 -6,623 2,970,255 34,141 
Increases a2 6,009 73 237,175 2,892 -1,222,651 -14,910 
Net 169 8,589 -95 -339,008 -3,731 1,747,604 19,231 

Potential capacity 

Reductions 
Increases 
Net 

70 -4,557 
114 27,381 
la4 22,824 

-65 -179,864 -2,569 927,213 13,246 
240 1 ,oao,72a 9,480 -5,571,212 -48,870 
175 900,864 6,911 4,643,999 -35,625 

8U4 Data 1984. 



Socioeconanic impacts are assessed in this FHP relative to a hypothetical baseline 

that projects current socioeconomic trends ,to the year 2000. Changes in the four economic 

indicators used are expressed in units of persons (population and employment), 1983 
dollars (per capita income), and thousands of 1983 dollars (total personal income). 

Table 8-3 presents the base I ine projections used in Chapter Three. Population, 
employment, per capita income, and total personal inccme are shown for the year 1994 

(considered the short term), and for the year 2000 (the long term). 

Methodological Overview 

SOCIOECONOMICS 

Economic projections were made using the planning and assessment system created by 

Mountain West, Inc., and maintained and operated by the State of Colorado, Department of 

Natural Resources. Making projections with this model requires converting activities 

Planned in each RMP alternative into basic jobs created by each activity and the income 
produced by each job. 

Table 8-4 lists the assumptions used for each activity by alternatives. A discus- 

s ion fo I lows I 

each activity 
area. The ou t 

Consequences. 

isting the equations used in arriving at basic jobs and income per job for 

used in the model. Model output is detailed by both county and Planning 

put of several runs is consolidated into Chapter Three, Environmental 

Tab I e 8-3. Economic Base1 ine Projections. 

Year 

Population 

1994 2000 

Grip I oyment 

1994 2000 

Per capita 
i ncane 

(1983 dol lars) 

1994 2000 

Total personal 

income 

(thousands of 1983 

dollars) 
1994 2000 

Archuleta 

Do I ores 
San Juan 

San Miguel 

Montezuma 

Montrose 
La Plata 

6360 7285 

2034 2189 
1353 1425 

3785 4362 

19,637 22,200 

3 1,646 37,265 
43,096 47,039 

2,960 3,352 10,925 10,802 69,492 78,698 

861 948 8,394 8,644 17,075 18,930 

476 525 7,467 7,612 10,108 10,851 

1,906 2,279 9,306 9,612 35,229 41,931 

9,626 10,821 10.992 10,882 215,871 241,599 

15,028 17,770 9,835 9,819 311,265 365,923 

22,318 23,959 10,597 10,408 456,702 489,603 

Tota I 107,913 121,768 53,178 59,657 10,339 10,245 1,115,744 1,247,538 

Source: BLM Data 1984. 
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Table 84. Assunptions Used in Socioecononics. 

Assumptions by alternative 

Numbers Current Resource 

management conservation 

Resow ce 

utIlIzatlon Preferred 

Charge In wlldlife 

numbers* 

Deer 

Elk 

-1,100 0 
- 890 0 

Additional AUMs* +8,900 +8,100 

01 I 6 gas product Ion 

values on BLM lands* 510.5 66.7 

(S ml I lion) 

Oi I 8 gas production 

percent change per 

a I ter nat Ive* 20 

+4,000 0 

+1,400 0 

+45,000 +32,000 

514.5 58.2 

100 50 

Percent charge in 

flshermen numbers 

RVDs’ 0 23 45 17 

I ncreasa 1 n tour 1 st 

expend1 tves 
(S ml I I ion)* 

$5 57.5 $10 67.5 

* Estimates made by BLM specialists. 

Note : Coal resources wll I not be father developed within the timefrane of the 

RMP. 
Source : BLM Data 1984. 
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Equations 

Hunting 

1. Hunters = 0.2582 # deer + 386.15 R2 = 0.939 

2. Hunters = 1.2292 # elk - 187.96 R2 = 0.95 

3. Basic employment per 1,000 hunters = 5.3 jobs 

4. Income per basis hunter-related job = $10,676 (in 1983 dollars) 

Grazing 

1. Animal numbers = AUWl2 

2. Grazing-related jobs = Animal numbers/100 

3. Income per grazing-related job = $6,582 (in 1983 dollars) 

Fishing 

1. Flshlng-related jobs = (460 base; percent change per alternative) 

2. lncane per fishing-related job = $10,676 (in 1983 dollars) 

Tour i sm 

1. Tourist-related jobs = Tourist expenditures/$29,000 (in 1980 dollars) 

2. Income per tourist-related job = $13,478 (in 1983 dol lars) 

Oil 8 Gas 

1. 01 I 8 gas-related jobs = (113 base; percent change per alternative) 

2. lnccme per oil 8 gas-related job = $31,191 (in 1983 dollars) 

8-7 



RANGE APPEND ICES 



APPENDIX NINE-A 

ALLOTMENT CATEGORIZATION 

Specific criteria were developed to evaluate the management situation for each 

allotment and single out those allotments that will require a change in present grazing 

management to resolve conf I icts in resource uses. The present condition of the resource, 

its potential to respond to management changes, the current management situation, and the 

socioeconomic feasibility of changing grazing management were all used as criteria. These 

are based on current BLM policy, which can be found in Washington Office Instruction 

Memorandum 82-292. Each criterion was rated Independent1 y by a cross section of resource 

specialists familiar with the allotment. Each speci al i st reconmended placement of the 

allotment into one of three management categories. Final ly, the ratings and reccnnmenda- 

tions were reviewed by the area managers who made a tentative decision on how the al lot- 

ment would be categorized. Appendix 9-H places each allotment into one of the three 

management categories and describes livestock use in each al lotment. The management 

category for an al Iotment may be changed after the RMP/EIS is completed in 1984 or may be 

changed when resource conditions change or new data becane avai I able. 

Allotments Where Change is Not Needed--Maintain (M) 

These allotments are best described as follows: vegetation and watershed conditions 

are satisfactory; the al lotment has the potential for high resource production and is 
producing close to its potential; there are no serious resource use confl icts; andfor) the 

allotmentls size and physical characteristics would warrant investment of public funds for 

range improvements and for) supervl s ion. 

Al lotments Where Change is Needed--Improve f I ) 

These al lotments are best described as fol lows: vegetation and (or) watershed 

conditions are not satisfactory; the allotment’s potential production is high to moderate, 

but it is producing below its potential; there are substantive conflicts with other 

resource uses; andfor) the allotment’s size, physical characteristics, and the anticipated 

benefits frcan mangement changes warrant investing public funds for range Improvements 

andfor) supervision. 

Al lotments Where Change is Not Feasible-~ustodlal (C) 

These al lotments are best described as follows: little, if any, conflict exists In 

resource use; overall, resource values are relatively low; the biological potential for 

response to different management is low; the size or potential productivity of the 

allotment does not warrant the expenditure of funds for supervision; andfor) the cost of 

range improvements needed to change grazing management exceeds the expected benefits. 
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APPENDIX NINE-B 

TYPICAL RANGE DEVELOPMENTS 

Following is a discussion of typical design features and construction practices for 
range improvements and treatments proposed in this plan. There are many special design 

features that are not specifically discussed in this appendix; they will be developed, if 
needed, for individual projects at the time an environmental assessment is written. 

Structural Improvements 

Fences 

All fences would be built to ELM manual specifications. Normally fences would be 

constructed to provide exterior al lotment boundaries, divide al lotments into pastures, 

protect streams, and control livestock. Most fences would be three-wire or four-wire with 

Steel posts spaced 16 l/2’ apart with intermediate wire stays. Existing fences that 

create wildlife movement problems would be modified. Proposed fence lines would USUal ly 
not be bladed or scraped. Gates or cattleguards would be installed where fences cross 

exlsting roads. 

Spr i ng Development 

Springs would be developed or redeveloped using a backhoe or hand labor to install a 

bur led col lect ion system, usually consisting of drain tile and a collection box. A short 

pipeline would be installed to de1 iver water to a trough for use by livestock and 
wi Idllfe. The spring area could be fenced to exclude livestock following development,, 

Pipe1 ines 

Wherever possible, water pipelines would be buried. The trench would be excavated by 

a backhoe, ditchwitch, or similar equipment. Rigid plastic pipe would be placed in the 

trench and the excavated material wou I d be used to backf i I I o Most pi pel i nes would have 

water tanks spaced approximately l/2 mile apart. 

Stock Ponds 

Stock pond sites would be selected based on available watershed and hydrologic 
information. Al I applicable State laws and regulations would be followed. 

Wel Is 

Well sites would be selected based on geologic reports that predict the depth to 

reliable aquifers. All applicable State laws and regulations that apply to ground water 

would be observed. 
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Nonstructural improvements 

Burning 

Burning is proposed to reduce the amount of undesirable plant species on a site. 

Burning would normal I y be done during Apr i I-May or September-October, dependi ng on the 
Specific prescription written for each area, desired results, weather, and moisture 

conditions. Burn plans would be developed for each burn. 

Plowing and Seeding, Chaining and Roller Chopping 

Most of the sites to be treated are in poor or fair vegetation condition and have a 
low potential to improve under other management practices. Most of the existing 

vegetation would be eliminated during seedbed preparation, and the site would be seeded 
with species adapted to the site. The final selection of species to be seeded would 
depend on the planned use of the site and the management objectives for the allotment. 

Seed would be drii led wherever possible. The application of mulch andfor) fertilizer 

would be prescribed based on site characteristics. 

Interseeding 

The treatment differs from plowing and seeding in that the existing vegetation is not 

eliminated during seedbed preparation. Desirable plant species would be interseeded with 

exist 1 ng vegetation. A seed dribbler used with a crawler tractor, small scalper/seeder, 

or range drii I would be used to interseed strips. Broadcast seedings could possibly be 

used as wei I. Species to be seeded would be selected to meet management object Ives 
developed for the al iotment. 
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APPENDIX NINE-C 

POSSIBLE GRAZING SYSTEMS 

Deferred Rotat ion Grazing 

Deferred rotation is discontinuing grazing on different parts of an allotment in 

succeed i ng years, which al lows each pasture to rest successively during the growing season 

to permit seed product ion, establishment of seedlings, and restoration of plant vigor 

(Society for Range Management 1974). One or more pastures are grazed dur Ing the spring , 

whi le the remaining one or more pastures are rested unti I after seed ripening of key 
species, and then grazed. Deferred rotation grazing differs from rest--rotation grazing in 

that no year long rest is provided. 

Rest-Rotation Grazing 

Under a rest-rotation grazing system, grazing is deferred on various parts of an 

allotment during succeeding years, and the deferred parts are al lowed complete rest for 

one or more years (Society for Range Management 1974). The allotment is divided into 
Pastures, usual ly with canparable grazing capacities. Each pasture is systematical ly 

grazed and rested so that I ivestock production and other resource values are provided for, 

while the vegetation cover is simultaneously maintained or improved. Th is pract ice 

provides greater protection of the soil resource against wind and water erosion (USDA, FS 

1965; l-lot-may 1970, USDA, FS 1972; Ratl iff and Reppert 1974). 

Any of several rest-rotation grazing systems may be used, depending upon the 

objectives for the allotment and the number of pastures. 

Deferred Grazing 

Deferred grazing is the discontinuance of grazing by I ivestock on an area for a 
specified period of time during the growing season. Under this system, grazing would 

begin after key plants have reached an advanced stage of development in their annual 
growth cycle. The growing season rest provided by this system promotes plant 

reproduction, establishment of new plants, or restoration of the vigor of old plants 

(American Society of Range Management 1964). 

A I ternate Graz i ng 

Alternate grazing is grazing by livestock every other season, with the area being 

rested in the alternate year. Stoddard et al 0 ( 1975) describe the system: 

Rotation grazing, or alternate grazing, involves subdividing the range into units 

and grazing one range unit, then another, in regular succession. The rotat ion 
system of grazing is based upon the assumption that animals in large numbers make 

more un i form use of the forage , and that a rest from grazing is beneficial to the 

plant, even though it must support a greater number of animals in the shorter time 

during which it is grazed. Certainly, proper rotation grazing results in more 
uniform uti I ization. Large number of animals In small units are forced to spread 

over the entire area and to use the available forage more uniformly. Tramp1 ing is 
reduced because animals are held on small areas where feed is more abundant, and 
hence less travel is necessary. 

9-c-1 



APPENDIX NINE-D 

I ntroduct Ion 
” I ” CATEGORY ALLOTMENTS--PROBLEMS AND MANAGEMENT ACT IONS 

Appendix 9-D depicts al Iotnmnt speclflc problans and management objectIves for al I ,*la 

category al Iotments. mltlple use constraints have been applied. Econonlc analyses will be 

completed on al I al Iotmants that require I nvestl ng public funds to Implement needed Improve- 

me nts. Further reflnlrg management actions wll I be canpletad as consultation with pennlttees 

and management plan development occur. 

Tab le 9-D-l. Speci fit Problems and Management Actions for I Al lotments. 

Al lot. Name 

m. 

Resource problems/ 

conf I Ids-- 

management actIons* 

Al lot. Name 

m. 

Resource problems/ 
conf I Icts-- 

management act I ens* 

7001 Ma I I box Park 1 

7002 Gypsum Gap 1, 2 
7005 Salt Arroyo 1, 2, 3 
7006 Gyp Ridge 1, 2 
7008 Twenty-f lve Mesa 1 

7010 Wickson Draw 1, 3 
7014 Mesa Creek 1 

7016 Dry Creek Basin I, 2, 3 
7018 Maverick Draw 1, 2 
7022 Bvn Canyon 1 
7023 Sharp Canyon 1, 4 
7025 Island Mesa 1 

7027 Coke Ovens 1, 3 
7028 Warden Draw 1, 2, 5 
7031 Tabeguache 1 

7032 Sawtooth 1 
7034 Slick Rock 1 

7035 Naturita Ridge 1, 3 
7036 DI qpol ntment 1, 2, 3, 6 
7037 Davi s Mesa 1 

7039 Ute Ranch 1 
704 1 Young DC4J 1, 2 
7042 Doble Caryon 1 

7045 l-brse Park 1, 2, 3 
7046 lndlan Val ley 1, 2 
7048 Way Mesa 1 

7076 tbuser 1, 2 

7081 Swaln 1 
7082 Nyswa nger I 

7086 Horse Bench 1 

7101 E. Paradox Canmon 1, 2 

7201 Ll I lylands 1, 2 
7203 Naturlta Canyon 1, 4 
7205 Leopard Creek 1, 4 
7206 McKee Lkaw 1, 2 
7207 Big Bear Creek 1, 4 
7222 Cove Ptry 1, 4 
7300 Dry Park 1, 2 
7303 Barkelew Draw 1 

8002 Squaw Canyon 1 

8003 Big Canyon 1 

8004 Dolores River 1, 4, 6 
8007 Cross Canyon 1, 4, 5, 7 
8009 Hovenweep Canyon 1, 4 

8011 Lower McEImo 1, 4 
8013 Individual 1, 4, 8 
8018 Yel I owJackat 1, 4 
8019 Cannonbal I 1, 4 
8020 Bu-ro Point 1, 7, 8 
8033 Ve ach 1 

8035 Ham1 lton Mesa 1 

8057 Yel lowjacket Canyon 1, 4 

8066 Flodl ne Park 1 

* Refer to Table 9-D-2 for exp lanatlon of numbers 

Source: BLM Data 1984. 
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Table 9-D-2. Specific Problems and Management Actions for I Al lotments 
(explanation of Table 9-D-i). 

Resource problem/conflict Management actions 

1. Lack of management facilities to 
improve condition and achieve forage 

potential. 

2. Big game winter range values- 

competition for forage. 

3. WI Id horse use areas-canpeti tion for 

forage. 

4. Riparian/aquatic habitat needing 
improvements. 

5. Wilderness study areas (WSAs.1 

limiting range improvements. 

6. Recreation use conflicts. 

7. Cultural conf I icts. 

8. Oil and gas exploration and 

facilities conflicts. 

Implement AMPS/update existlng AMPS. lnstal I 

range improvements such as fences, cattleguards, 

water developments, and land treatments. 

Provide land treatments to increase forage. 

Modify numbers and season of use of I ivestock. 
Develop grazing systems. Encourage cooperative 

range improvements with the CDOW. 

Develop Horse Management Plans. Complete 
vegetation treatments to increase forage. 

Develop waters to improve distribution. Provide 
fencing where private land conflicts exist. 

Develop grazing systems. Restrict season of 

use. Limit forage utilization levels to promote 

r i par ian/aquat ic resources. Fence streams where 

necessary to protect and promote resources. 

Provide range improvements that are compatible 

with WSA guide1 ines. 

Limit use levels and season of use to minimize 

conf I icts. Provide fences, waters, and other 
facilities to distribute livestock away from 

retreat ion use areas. 

Fence specific archaeologic sites as necessary. 
Continue to perform site-specific clearance on 

range improvements projects. 

Provide rest from grazing to al low the 
establishment of vegetatlon in rehabilitated 
areas. lnstal I cattleguards and fences as 

needed to control I ivestock movement. 

Source: BLM Data 1984. 
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Table 9-D-3. General Problems, Opportunities and Actions 
for Grazing Management. 

Current situation Possible management actions 

Present levels of livestock use may exceed 

the carrying capacity of an allotment. 

Livestock use may be poorly distrlbuted 
within an allotment or pasture, which can 

result in heavy utilization of some sites 

while others may receive little or no 

grazing use. 

Grazing season and selective grazing habits Change the season of use and (or) the class 

of different kinds of livestock can reduce or kind of I ivestock. 

the qual i ty and quantity of veget 

produced by plant communities. 

Some sites may be producing a qua 

tion 

ity and 

quantity of forage wel I below their 
potential and have a low potential to 

respond to changes in grazing management 

alone. 

Investments in range improvements needed to 

implement changes in grazing management may 

not have favorable benefit/cost ratios. 

Monitor actual livestock use and resulting 

levels of utilization to determine the 

proper carrying capacity. 

Develop sources of water to distribute 

I I vestock more even I y. 

Construct fences to alter traditional 

grazing patterns. 

Specify placement of salt and mineral 
supplements. 

Require herd i ng of I i vestock. 

Implement rotational or deferred grazing 

systems that wi I I provide for plant 

maintenance requirements. 

Increase productivity of these sites through 

mechanical treatment and(or) seeding with 
native species or well-adapted introduced 

species. 

Encourage contributions from range users and 

other parties benefiting from changed 
grazing management. 

Design grazing management systems that 
require a minimum investment in range 

improvements but wi I I meet the stated 
objectives. 

Source: BLM Data 1984. 
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APPEND IX N I NE-E 

AUMs BY ALTEIWATIVE BY ALLOTMENT 

I ntroductlon 

Table 9-E dlsplays AUMs by alternatlve by al Iotlnent; the fol low1 ng assumptions wBre 

made in develcplng these figures: 

1. Under the Resource Conservation, Resource Utll I zation, and Preferred altern+ 

tives, the flgves should reflect the suggested carry1 ng capacity plus addltlonal AUMs 

that would be galned through Instltutirg effective grazing management practices and 

vegatatlon manlpulatlons. 

2. The flgves shown under the Cvrent Management Alternatlve (No Action 

AlternatIve) correspond to current active preference and a J-year average of actual use. 

3. Adequate fundlrg and marpower would be available to implement each alternative. 

4. lmplementlrg al I facilities and vegetation manipulations would be accanpllshed In 

the term of the plan. 
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24 

71 

2 

1 

109 

60 

5 

377 

270 

800 

202 

“nallottd 

I88 

265 
200 

250 

73,$01 

tl3l 

+3a 

6 
5 

52 

17 

203 

14 

70 

36 
36 

7 

a 

I8 

94 

15 

24 

71 

2 

109 

60 
5 

377 

210 
800 
202 

0 

188 

265 

200 

250 

42.771 

-3% 

-151 



APRNDIX NINE-F 

Table 9-F. Poterrtial Range Improvements 

Spring Maintenance 

Allot. Stock develop- Wind- Vegetation Prescribed of exlstlrg 

no. Fence ponds merit mill treatnetis burn Seed land 

(ml) (no.) (no.) (no.) (ac) (ac) CacC,l/ treatments 

(ac)2/ 

7001 
7002 

7004 

7005 

7006 

7007 

7008 

7010 

7014 

7015 

7016 

7017 
7018 

7022 

7024 

7025 

7027 

7028 

7031 

7032 

7034 

7035 

7036 

7037 

7038 
7039 

7041 
7042 

7044 

7045 

7046 

7048 

7081 

7086 

7100 

7101 

7103 

7107 

3 
1 

1 

2 

1 

12 

2 

2 

5 

2 

2 

8 

2 

5 1,ood 1,000 

500 

2 

2 

1 

1 

600 
5 4 500 

8 2,500 

1 200 

100 

2 200 
2 

1,000 

2 2 

4 200 
8 4 500 

4 500 

2 

3 800 

400 

2 

200 

400 

100 700 

500 1,000 800 

300 

5,000 

100 100 

200 

1,000 

500 

200 

500 1,000 

300 800 

1,000 

800 1,000 

400 2,200 

800 

1,000 

5 

500 500 

600 600 2,000 

2 1,000 700 

200 

1,200 

1,000 

800 

500 

400 400 600 
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Table 9-F. (Conti rued) 

Spr 1 rg Ma I rite na rice 

Al lot. Stock develop- WI nd- Vegatat ion Rescr ibed of exl stl ng 

no. Fence ponds ment ml I I treatments bur n Seed land 

(ml) (no.) (no.) (no.) (ac) (ac) (ac)l/ treatments 

(ac)Z/ 

7201 

7206 

7300 

7303 
8002 

8003 

8004 

8007 

8008 

8009 

8011 

8012 

8013 

8018 

8019 

8020 

8033 

8035 

8057 

8066 
8456 

4 

2 

2 

1 

4 3 

5 
2 3 

2 
2 3 

3 3 

2 5 

2 3 
1 2 

2 3 

3 

1 

1 

3 
2 

t 
500 

500 500 

Total 80 129 10 9 14,400 2,300 12,300 23,800 

Rote: Above range improvements and vegetation manipulations were developed withcut 

cunpletiig actual AMPS. Figures represent devel cpment scenario of needed faci Ii ties based 

upon professional analysis of: (1) Exist1 ng Improvemetis; (2) topography; (3) vegetation 

types; and (4) potential for Imprchlement. When detailed AMPS are developed, it Is 

expected that estimates above could change signlflcantly due to conditions not identlfled 

In this limited analysts. Thls is representative of a facility-develqment philosophy 

regard1 ng range Improvements. (tire complete depiction of range Improvements by al lotmant 

by alternative available In San Juan Resource Area Office). 

l/Seeding includes both Interseeding and aerial seed applications. 

~Malfenance Includes chainlrg, plowing, burnlq, roller chopping, and seedi rg. 

Source: BLM Data 1984. 
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APPENDIX NINE-G 

METHODS USED IN RANGE ANALYSIS 

Vegetation inventory on public land in the San Juan-San Miguel planning area was 
conducted beginning in 1981 and field work was completed in 1982. The data col lected have 

been used in this RMP to classify sites and to determine the vegetation condition of plant 

canmunities and the composition, productivity, and suitabi I ity of the land for I ivestock 
grazing. 

Classif ication 

Sites dominated by grassland, shrub, or mixture of grass/shrub vegetation were 

classified as range sites according to the SCS. This system interprets the site based 

upon geographic region; soil characteristics, including texture and depth; mean annual 
preci pi tation; and climax vegetation, to the extent that it can be interpreted for the 

site. Most pinyon-juniper dominated sites were classified as such and interpreted 
- accord i ng to wood land sites developed by the SCS. 

Vegetation Cond i t ion 

Inventory crews first identified and del ineated the boundaries for the sites to be 

Inspected. Estlmates of plant species composition, based on weight, were then made for 
the plant canmunities found on each site. The present species composition was compared to 

the potential climax composition for the site. A condition rating was computed for the 

vegetation on each site; it represents the extent to which the site differs from potential 

c I imax. While this condition rating is often referred to as range condition, this RMP 

refers to the rating as vegetation condition. 

Four condition classes are set forth by the SCS. A plant community in excel lent 

condition exhibits little change in species composition when compared to the potential 
climax plant canmunity for the site. Between 100 percent and 75 percent of the kinds and 

amounts of vegetation produced would be found in climax. Good condition communities 

produce between 50 percent and 16 percent of the kinds and amounts of vegetation found in 

c I imax. Poor condition communities produce between 25 percent and 0 percent of the kinds 
and amounts of vegetation found in climax. A fifth condition class of unclassified was 

used in the inventory to designate vegetation communities that could not be legitimately 
compared to a cl imax community. The unclassified rating was applied to areas that had 

been plowed and seeded, areas where native vegetation has been manlpulated by mechanical 

or chemical means, or areas of undergrowth communities having dense forest canopies. 

Suitability 

The suitability for livestock grazing was assessed. One of three ratings was 

assigned by al lotment: suitable, no environmental factors restricting livestock access 

and use of the site; potentially suitable, environmental factors presently limit livestock 
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access or use, but charges could be made that would make the site suitable; and unsuit- 

able, environmental factors presently limit livestock access or use that cannot be 

charged. The major criteria used to rate rarge land suitability are: distance fron water, 

slope or other physical barriers, and forage production. 

Carryi ng Capacity Estimates 

The weight estimate write-ups were used to determine the percent composition by plant 

species and the total herbage production by raqe site. Plant species were divided into 

forage groups by grasses, forbs, and shrubs. Roper use factors vet-e developed for each 

plant species by class of grazing animal for cattle, sheep, and big game. The total 

al iowabie use by class of grazing animal was determined by range site and totaled for an 

a I iotment. The suItabilIty criteria listed abcwe was applied on ail areas evaluated. The 

foi low1 ng forage requirements were used to determine the total al iowabie use by al iotment 

by grazi rg animal. An AUM was considered to be 850 I b of air dry forage. 

The foi iowi rg forage requfrenents (air dry forage) were used for other grazi rg 

animals: 

1. Deer - 90 lb for winter (5 months, November-March) 

115 I b for renai nder of year 

2. Elk - 300 I b for WI nter (5 months, November-March) 

375 lb for remainder of year 

3. Wild horse - 850 I b year long 
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APFENDIX 9-H 

ALLOTMENT CONDITION AND AUTHORIZED USE 

Allot. 

Table 9-H. Summary of Allotment Condition and Authorized Use. 

Ecological vegetation condition 

Total on public lands (acres) Unclass. Present 

Mgmt. public or class Ctrrent Critical 

M. Allotment name status acres Excellent Good Fair Poor urmapped livestock season of use period 

The followlq allorments suitable for Cattle, Horses, or Sheep. 

7000 Upper Disappointment 1,996 

7001 Mailbox Park 6,611 

7002 Gypsum Gap 2,895 

7003 Lee Lands 2,062 

7008 Twenty-flve Mesa 

7009 East Summit Mesa 

M 

I 

I 

C 

M 

I 

I 
M 

I 

C 

I 
M 

C 

C 

I 

M 

I 

M 

I 

C 

408 

1,061 

7004 Dolores Canyon 

7005 Salt Prroyo 

7006 Gyp Ridge 

7007 Uncompahgre Bench 

2,891 125 518 179 

10,956 726 10,230 

3,155 712 2,166 

13,702 506 3,043 7,872 

5,373 

119 

7010 Wlckson Orar 
7011 Ayers lndlvldual 

7012 Lion Canyon 

7013 San Miguel River 

4,441 

4,593 
313 

937 

41 535 3,865 
158 67 

7014 Mesa Creek 

7015 Bush Canyon 

60,257 2,063 14,131 33,082 10,981 C 

4,997 67 1,957 2,973 C 

7016 try Creek Basin 

7017 McKenna Peak 

7018 Maverick Dr-ar 

7019 Summit Folnt 

114,902 1,525 3,902 35,207 59,043 

1,025 642 383 
1,993 45 1,656 

1,691 94 1,597 

368 4,519 

42 77 

6,203 

1,834 
445 

1,996 

1,617 

2,069 

277 

2,281 

486 

4,368 

313 
937 

15,225 

292 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

S,C,H 
C 

C 

C 

6/l - 11/15 

l/l - 2/15 

12/l - 3/15 

6/l - 7/15 

9/15 - 10/29 

11/25 - l/3 
11/15 - 2/28 

12/l - 2/28 
S/15 - S/27 

11/13 - 12/23 

lo/16 - 12/7 

4/l - s/30 

lo/16 -12/30 

ll/lO - 4/30 

4/19 - S/18 

4/l - 10/31 

S/16 - 6/15 

lo/16 - 11/15 

6/15 - ll/lO 

3/l - S/6 

lo/26 -12/31 
3/l - 2/28 

5/l - 10/31 

IV2 - 12/l 
7/l - 10/31 

IO/16 - 12/l 

4/15 - s/15 

4/15 - s/15 

4/15 - s/15 

4/15 - s/15 

4/15 - s/15 

4/15 - s/15 

4/15 - s/15 

4/15 - s/15 

4/15 - S/l5 



Allot. 

Table 9-H. (Contirued) 

Ecoioglcai vegetation condition 

Total on public lands (acres) Unciass. Resent 

Mgmt. public or class Current Critlcal 

K). Allotment name status acres Excellent Good Fair Poor umapped livestock season of use period 

7020 Rx Creek C 1,268 

7021 Rawiirgs individual C 353 

7022 Burn Canyon I 1,788 
7023 Sharp Canyon I 162 
7024 Lillylands-West M 2,387 
7025 island Mesa I 25,180 
7026 La Sal @eek C 179 
7027 Coke Ovens I 7,660 
7028 Warden Draw I 4,225 

7029 Lone Mesa M 1,421 1.288 133 C 

7031 Tabeguache Creek I 17,912 69 7,228 7,976 2,639 C 

7032 Sawtooth I 23,236 

7033 Buckeye M 835 

7034 Slick Rock I 26,831 
7035 Naturita Ridge I 10,555 
7036 Disappointment I 61,515 

7037 Davis Mesa I 2,956 
7038 Spud Patch # 9,150 
7039 Ute Ranch I 33,275 

7040 Pinion C 541 
7041 Young-Da I 12,237 
7042 Dobie Canyon individual I 2,647 
7043 South Mountain C 881 
7044 Lion Creek Basin M 5,247 

7045 Horse Park I 6,647 
7046 Indian Valley I 18,346 

680 93 

271 1,045 

1,902 50 
170 8,673 12,533 

22 64 4,245 1,431 

20 2,072 

758 

34 

825 

185 

5,639 

591 
9 1,088 

6,771 11,981 3,726 C 

353 321 127 C 

2,797 19,461 3,748 C,H 
6,210 1,363 2,797 S 

21,502 19,238 15,136 C 

223 1,928 805 C 

846 1,641 6,072 C 

5,763 12,733 12,399 C 

4,087 7,140 

I47 2,353 

857 

302 3,857 

6,647 
392 1,949 16,005 

495 C 

353 C 

472 S 

162 C 

435 C 

3,534 C 

179 C 

1,898 C 

2,133 C 

541 

1,010 

147 

24 

1,088 

11/l - 3/31 

5/l - 10/31 

12/20 - 2/19 

5/l - 9/30 

l/l7 - 3/31 

11/l - 5/31 
5/l - 9/30 

2/l - 3/31 

5/l - 5/31 

lo/l6 --12/l 

5/19 - 6/30 

11/5 - 11/9 

5/15 - 6/14 

l/l - u3.1 

l/l - 4/30 

6/l - 9/30 

lo/l6 - 5/15 

12/5 - 3/20 

11/l - 5/31 

12/l - 4/30 
5/16 - 11/15 

3/3 - 5/31 

11/4 - 2/24 
5/l - 6/30 

lo/l6 - 12/15 

6/19 - 10/9 

5/15 - 6/24 

5/l - 10/31 
l/29 - 5/31 

4/15 - 

5/l - 

4/15 - 

5/l - 

.4/15 - 

4/15 - 

4/15 - 

4/15 - 

4/15 - 

4/15 - 

4/15 - 

4/15 - 

4/15 - 

4/15 - 

5/15 

5/30 

5/15 

5/30 

5/15 

5/15 

5/15 

5/15 

5/15 

5/15 

5/15 

5/15 

5/15 

5/15 



Table 9-H. (Contirued) 

Ecological vegetation condition 

Total on public lands (acres) Unclass. Present 

Allot. Mgmt. public or class Current Critical 
no. Allotment name status acres Excellent Good Fair Poor unmapped livestock season of use period 

7047 Home Bench C 1,496 
7048 Wray Mesa I 48,797 

7049 Desert Claim C 1,680 

7050 Plateau C 

7051 8eImear Mountain C 

7052 Ryman Creek C 
7075 Lavender Excharge 

of Use C 
7076 liouser M 

‘p 
7077 Flrst Park C 

:: 7078 Feedlot C 
w 7079 River C 

7080 Rowher Canyon C 

7081 Swain Bench I 

7085 Pocket lndivldual C 

7086 Horse Bench C 
7087 Colonbo C 
7088 Sundown C 
7100 Carpenter Ridge Camnon M 

7101 East Paradox Cannon I 

7102 Sunrise Gulch Canmon C 

7103 Thlrd Park Canmon M 

7104 Spencer Lake C 

7105 Second Park C 

7106 Tuttle Drar C 

7107 Coal Canyon M 

7200 River C 

7201 Llllylands I 

7202 Upper Maverick Orar C 

353 

411 

621 

1,169 6 

3,163 182 2,110 

148 28 

510 510 

1,300 504 

680 652 

5,422 224 3,722 

1,375 1,156 

610 405 

215 198 

1,743 1,233 

7,135 303 .3,849 

16,255 1,845 1,059 5,550 

1,597 18 327 

4,270 481 1,796 

920 719 
750 358 

1,231 20 

5,391 401 

2,225 2,045 

7,136 1,402 

488 31 

261 1,235 

250 7,084 12,317 

411 

621 

256 

508 

120 

643 

2 

742 

219 

205 

458 

1,253 

5,452 

1,192 

1,287 

201 
304 

758 

4,775 

180 

5,075 

457 

4,236 

1,680 

353 

907 

363 

153 

26 

734 

I7 

52 

1,730 

2,349 

60 

706 

88 

453 

215 

659 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

S 

C 

4/15 - 6/14 

11/l - 5/3l 4/15 - 5/15 

5/15 - 10/31 

11/15 - l2/20 

6/l - 11/30 

7/l - 10/30 
12/l - 6/15 

3/l - 5/15 

11/l - 4/30 

12/16 - 5/31 

3/l - 5/31 

12/l - 2/28 4/15 - 5/15 
5/l - 5/31 

5/2 - 5/11 

5/11 - 5/3l 

12/27 - l/26 

5/l - 6/5 

l/l - 2128 3/l - 4/15 

11/27 - 12/26 

11/l - 12/15 

6/16 - 10/31 
12/l - 4/30 

5/l - 5/31 

lo/16 - 12/15 

6/15 - lo/15 

l/l - 7/14 4/15 - 5/15 

5/l - 6/l 
ll/lO - l2/25 



‘f I 
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Table 9-H. (Conti~ed) 

Ecoicgicai vegetation condition 

Al lot. 

Total 

Mgmt. public 

on public lands (acres) Uric lass. Resent 
or class Current Critical 

m. A I I otme nt name status acres Excel lent Good Fair Poor unmapped I ivestock season of use per i od 

7203 Nattrita Canyon C 630 

7204 Bewer Rim C 67 
7205 Leopard Creek C 391 
7206 McKee mar I 1,562 

7207 Big Rear Creek C 542 

7208 Upper Mail Box M 1,429 49 776 604 

7 209 Hami iton Mesa C 410 

7210 Little Maverick Draw M 1,078 
7211 Beaver Canyon C 314 
7212 Unai lotted C 120 

7213 Unai lotted C 500 

7214 RI ncone C 2,280 

7215 cone M 3,243 
7216 San Miguel Rim M 679 

7217 Sawpit individual C 1,194 

7218 Not-wood Hii I C 144 
7219 Doiinger Ditch C 349 
7220 Wii iimns Ditch C 57 

7221 Duroy C 3,244 

7222 Coventry I 841 

7223 Little Baidy M 1,900 

7224 High Mesa M 992 
7225 Oak Hi I I C 42 
7226 Summer Canp Creek C 120 
7227 Redvaie C 402 

123 

53 

391 

62 1,043 

287 

424 

339 

47 

126 79 

40 80 

507 

14 

457 

255 

410 

654 

314 

120 

500 

2,280 

3,243 

340 

1,194 

144 

349 

10 

3,244 

841 

1,900 

787 

42 

402 

C 

C,H 
C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

S 

S 

C 

C 

H 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

12/17 - 4/15 

4/l - 4/30 

5/l - 10/31 

5/15 - 6/14 4/15 - 5/15 
1 l/15 - 12/14 

5/l - 6/30 

9/16 - i1/15 

5/i - 6/14 

12/l - 12/30 

6/l - 6/30 

l/l - l/31 

6/16 - 8/30 

5/16 - 7/15 

5/16 - 7/15 

5/20 - lO/lO 

5/15 - 6/14 

1 l/22 - l/24 

7/16 - 8/15 

5/l - 8/3i 

6/l - 9/30 
3/l - 2/28 

6/l - to/31 

5/l - 6/12 4/15 - 5/15 

5/16 - 7/15 

lo/16 - li/30 

l/15 - 2/25 

6/l - 1 l/l 

6/15 - lo/14 

5/l - 5/15 



Table 9-H. (Contlrued) 

Ecological vegetation condition 

Total on public lands (acres) Unclass. Present 
Allot. Mgmt. public or class Current Critlcal 

Ix). Allotment name status acres Excellent Good Fair Poor unmapped livestock season of use period 

7251 Sawdust Gulch C 280 
7252 Buck Canyon C 10 

7253 Alder Creek C 120 

7300 Dry Park I 4,112 

7301 Horsefly Canmon M 449 

7302 Unccmpahgre Canmon M 387 
7303 Barkelew War Canmon I 5,971 

7305 

‘p 7306 

I 8000 
Al 8002 

8003 
8004 

8005 

8006 
8007 

8008 Ruin Canyon M 788 50 738 C 

8010 Dry Canyon C 665 

8011 Lower McElmo I 8,662 

8012 Catone Mesa AMP M 22,925 
8013 lndlvidual I 22,699 

8014 Alkali M 794 

Bewer Mesa 

Unal lotted 

Unal lotted 

Squaw Canyon 
Blg Canyon 

Dolores River 

Sheep Point AMP 

Todd Individual 

Cross Canyon 

Hovenweq~ Canyon I 6,122 470 527 5,125 C 

1,143 

560 

80 

4,765 

1,916 

18,334 

4,541 

488 
29,528 

522 142 

39 

53 

144 5,635 

399 

77 

615 8,205 

642 

28 
271 

748 1,010 3,271 
147 2,519 2,346 

223 

73 

194 

1,709 

4,505 

56 
88 

1,845 

18 

3,633 
1,504 

915 

52 

280 

10 

120 

3,448 

410 

334 

192 

744 

560 

80 

4,494 
207 

5,009 

3,843 

372 
27,412 

647 

16,409 
21,561 

669 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 
C 

C 

C 

C,H 
C 

4/l - 12/31 

6/l - 10/31 

5/15 - 9/30 

5/10 - 5/31 

lo/25 - 11/24 

5/27 - 6/26 

6/l - 10/15 

5/15 - 6/14 

lo/16 - 11/15 

5/20 - lO/lO 

6/l - 11/l 

5/11 - 9/30 
11/16 - 3/15 

6/11 - lo/31 

5/l - 11/30 
4/29 - 5/31 

12/l - 2/28 
4/20 - 5/30 

10/l - 10/31 

4/16 - 5/30 

9/l - l/5 

6/l - 10/31 

12/l - 4/30 
11/16 - 5/20 

12/16 - 5/30 

12/l - 4/14 

4/15 - 5/15 

4/15 - 5/15 

4/15 - 5/15 
4/15 - 5/15 

4/15 - 5/15 

4/15 - 5/15 

4/15 - 5/15 

4/15 - 5/15 

4/15 - 5/15 



Table 9-H. (Continued) 

Allot. 

EcologIcal vegetation cordition 
Total on public lands (acres) Unclass. Resent 

t4gm-t. public or class Current Critical 

l-0. Allotment name status acres Excellent Good Fair Poor umapped llvestock season of\use period 

8015 Dolores 

8016 McCabe 

8017 Weber Canyon 

8018 Yellcujacket 

8019 Cannonball 

8020 Bvro Point AMP 

8021 Rock Creek 

8022 Sand Canyon 

8023 Sand Canyon 

8024 Trail Canyon 

8025 Aztec Canyon 

8026 Mathlas 

8027 Gawith 

8028 Mud Creek 

8029 Hurst 

8030 Bement 

8031 Noland 

8032 N. Menefee Mountain 

8033 Veach 

8034 Willow Creek 

8035 Hamilton Mesa 

8036 Schuster 

8037 Ute Mountain 

C 

C 

C 

I 

I 

I 

M 

C 

C 

M 

M 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

I 

C 

I 

C 

C 

297 

40 

40 

5,727 

2,829 

82 

2,092 2,726 771 

1,090 1,739 

215 

40 

40 

128 

9,519 

2,443 

377 

2,264 

93 199 3,300 1,620 

11 

107 

14,307 

2,432 

377 

2,157 

5,173 75 312 4,786 

1,830 168 1,662 

218 

1,017 

1,979 

370 

480 

260 

505 

6,135 

880 

7,577 

294 

168 

370 
17 

44 

73 

597 

302 4,870 

294 

4,354 

46 

1.690 

218 

849 

1,609 

353 

436 

187 

505 

1,184 

834 

715 

334 168 166 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

c,s 
C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

5/15 - 6/14 

12/l - 12/30 

5/l -12/31 

12/l - 5/20 4/15 - 5/15 

4/l - 5/10 4/15 - 5/15 

12/l - l/7 

12/l - 5/20 4/15 - 5/15 

3/25 - 4/9 

12/l - 5/30 

4/16 - 5/31 
11/16 -12/15 

4/16 - 5/25 
11/21 - l/15 

5/l - 5/31 

11/16 -12/15 

10/l - 11/30 

11/l - 12/31 

4/20 - 5125 
3/l - 11/30 

10/l - 10/31 

6/l - 7/31 

6/l - 9/l 

12/l - 5/20 4/15 - 5/15 

5/l - 6/3 

12/15 - 5/15 4/15 - 5/15 

4/16 - 5/31 
11/l - 12/10 

4/16 - 5/31 

12/l -12/31 



Table 9-H. (Continued) 

Ecological vegetation condition 

Total on public lands (acres) Unclass. Present 

Allot. Mgmt. public or class Current Critical 

no. Allotment name status acres Excellent Good Fair Poor unmapped livestock season of use period 

8038 Monument 

8039 Lower Aztec Canyon 
8040 Unallotted 
8041 Burro Individual 

8042 Mancos River 

8043 West Weber Mountain 

8044 Weber Mountain 

8045 Doerfer 

8046 East Canyon 

8047 Flint Rock Point 

8048 Redd Lease 

8049 Ayers 

8050 Unallotted 

8051 Unai lotted 

8052 lndivldual 

8053 Mesa Verde 

8054 Lanier 

8055 Goodman Gulch 

8056 lndivldual 

8057 Yellowjacket Canyon 

8058 Plateau Creek 

8059 Davis 

8060 Everett 

8061 Robb Individual 

8063 Sandrock 

8064 Upper Trail Canyon 

C 

M 

M 

M 

M 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

M 

C 

C 

C 

M 

M 

C 

C 

C 

I 

C 

C 

C 

C 

M 

C 

620 620 

500 

972 
327 

899 

3,227 
708 

975 

295 
72 

97 57 37 

10 

352 
93 

8 

74 

590 

325 
162 

700' 

3,227 
708 

901 

2,350 

340 

3,294 

52 

167 

2,298 

340 

3,127 

200 62 8 130 

100 
1,080 

2,567 
5,585 

486 

319 

6 343 
882 

486 

38 

100 

1,080 

2,218 

4,703 

281 

40 

2,563 
890 

40 

40 

30 

- 513 

160 

125 197 

188 

30 

637 
702 

30 

15 
8 

10 

1,604 

46 29 

10 

25 
22 

513 

85 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C,H 
C 

S 

C 

S 

c,s 
C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 
C 

S 

C 

C 

4/l - 5/l 
10/l - 11/l 

2/l - 4/30 

12/l - 5/15 

12/l - 4120 

9/l - 9/30 

l/l - 4/30 

5/l - 5/31 
10/l - 11/30 

3/l - 2/28 

8/l - 9/24 

5/20 - 6/10 
10/l - lO/lO 

5/l - 5/31 

10/l - 11/3l 

12/l - 3/12 

12/l - 5/31 
6/l - 10/31 

3/l - 4/15 
10/l - 11/15 

5/21 - 6/5 

11/20 - 4/5 4/15 - 5/15 

6/l - 11/20 

9/l - 11/30 

6/l - 9/31 
10/l - 10/31 

6/l - 10/15 
11/l - 2/28 



Al lot. 

Ilo. 

Table 9-H. (Continued) 

Ecological vegetation cordi tion 

Total on public lands (acres) Uric I ass. Resent 

Mgmt. public or class Current Critical 
Al lotment name status acres Excel lent Good Fair Poor unmapped livestock season of use per I od 

8065 Papoose Canyon 

8066 Flodl ne Park 

8067 Unal lotted 

8068 Snyder 

8069 Morgan Pastur 8 

8400 Canby 

8401 Mahan 

8402 

‘p 
8403 

T 8404 
a3 8405 

8406 

8407 

8408 

8409 

8411 

8412 

8413 

8414 

8415 

8416 

8417 

8418 

8419 

8420 

8422 

8423 

8424 

El dridge 

Boggs 
Greer 

Montoya 

Scott Individual 

Hunt I ngton 

Patcheck 

Llghtner 

Jerki ns 

Palmer 

Cherry Creek 

Unal I otted 

Elderado 

Flor Ida Rlver 

Unal lotted 

To nks 

Unal lotted 

Unal I otted 

Lemon Dam 

Lemon Dan 

WII low Creek 

M 

I 

C 
M 

C 

C 

M 

C 

M 

c 

C 

C 

C 

C 

M 

C 

C 

M 

C 
C 

C 

C 
C 

C 

C 
M 

M 

M 

1,085 1,085 

4,723 143 

487 

1,199 717 

1,410 

86 24 

639 223 

1,415 3,123 42 

487 

253 229 

201 1,209 

62 

416 

440 

2,187 

579 
227 49 

40 23 

714 330 

343 

633 

80 

745 

618 

360 

270 

857 

170 

250 

210 

92 

699 

407 

973 14 

497 

20 

36 100 

44 

28 264 

104 

16 

55 

38 596 

16 

24 

110 

440 

1,690 

579 
158 

17 

248 

299 

341 

80 

745 

514 

344 

215 

223 

154 

250 

180 

92 

699 

407 

849 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

S 

C 

C 

C 

C 

w 
C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

2/l - 3/31 

9/16 - 11/15 

2/l - 5/30 4/15 - 5/15 

l/16 - 3/31 

4/l - 6/l 

6/l - 10/30 

5/20 - 6/10 

10/20 - 11/4 

5/l - 10/31 

6/16 - 9/15 

6/l - 11/30 

6/l - 10/31 

5/l - 6/30 

5/l - 9/30 

6/l - 10/15 

6/l - 10/22 

6/l - 10/31 

5/l - 10/31 

6/l - 8/31 

6/l - 10/15 

5/ll - 

6/l - 

8/l - 

7/l - 1 

9/25 

o/3 1 

9/30 

o/15 



Table 9-H. (Contirued) 

Ecolqlcal vegetation cordition 

Total on public lands (acres) Uric lass. Present 
Al lot. Mgmt. public or class Current Critical 

m. Al lotment name status acres Excel I ent Good Fair Poor unmaoped I lvestock season of use oer iod 

8425 Spri ng Gulch 

8427 Unal \otted 

8428 Unal I otted 
8429 Wal lace GUI ch 

8430 Former Keyes 

8431 Gem Vi I lage 

a432 Mankl ns 

8433 Brown 

a435 Unal I otted 
a437 Unal lotted 

8438 Dutton Park 

8439 Unal lotted 

8440 Unal lotted 

8441 WII low Drau 

8442 Willow a-aw 

M 

8443 lndivldual 

8444 Coyote Park 

8445 Coyote Park 

8446 Gomez 

8441 Archuleta Mesa 

a448 Archu leta Mesa 

8449 Manuel Cruz Estate 

8450 Section 15 

8451 Blgbee Brothers 

8452 Chrono Mountal n 

8453 Mart I nez 

a454 Branwel I 

8455 lndlvldual 

8456 Vlgl I-Abeyta 

C 

C 
M 

C 

C 
C 

C 

C 
C 

C 

C 

C 
C 

C 

C 

C 

C 
M 

C 

M 

C 

M 

M 

M 

C 

C 

C 
M 

2,534 

414 

280 

1,847 

160 

400 

200 

1,594 

566 

26 

40 

240 

160 

434 

80 

160 

80 
a0 

400 

160 

1,309 
91 

746 

831 

430 

46 

215 

160 

1,317 

32 

256 

399 

113 

342 

163 

2,534 

414 

280 

1,448 

160 

255 

200 

1,594 

566 

26 

40 

240 
160 

92 

a0 

160 

a0 
a0 

144 
160 

1,309 

91 

583 

831 

430 

46 

215 

160 

1,317 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

S 

C 

C 

C 

6/l - 10/30 

5/l - 9/30 

6/l - 10/31 

8/16 - 9/30 

4/l - 10/31 

6/10 - 10/9 

5/l - 9/30 

7/l - 9/31 

6/16 - 6/30 

a/t6 - a/30 

6/l - 6/30 

6/l - 6/30 

5/l - I l/30 

6/15 - 10/l 

9/l 1 - 10/31 
6/l - 10/15 

6/l - 10/15 

6/l - 10/31 

5/16 - 9/30 

5/16 - 9/30 

5/l - 9/30 

5/l - 1 l/30 

5/l - 10/31 

5/16 - 9/l 



Table 9-H. (Continued) 

Ecological vegetation condlt Ion 

Total on publ ic lands (acres) Uric lass. Present 

Al lot. Mgmt. public or class Current Critical 

no. Allotment name status acres Excel lent Good Fair Poor unmapped livestock season of use per I od 

8457 Upper VIgll M 232 232 C 

8456 Crowley C 200 200 C 

8459 Navajo River C 404 

8460 Canby C 40 

8461 Sectlon 15 C 133 

8462 Sect Ion 15 M 93 1 

8463 Vigil Mesa M 1,052 

8464 Macht C 40 

The following al lotments suitable for Horses or Sheep only. 

‘8900 Cement Creek M 4,181 

“8901 Gladstone M 2,325 

“8902 Eureka M 6,221 2,780 

“8903 Anlmas Rlver M 3,072 783 
“8904 Unal I otted M 1,377 

“8905 Cunningham Gulch M 1,738 
‘8906 Molas Lake M 1,876 
“8907 Deer Park M 3,344 

“8908 American Basin M 2,650 421 

36 

Ill 

1,338 

784 131 

571 

404 C 

4 C 

22 C 

931 C 

1,052 C 

40 H 

4,181 S,H 

2,325 S,H 

2,053 S,H 

1,374 S,H 
1,377 

1,738 %H 

1,876 S,H 

3,344 S,H 
1,658 S,H 

6120 - 6/29 

5/l - 6/15 

10/l - 1 l/30 

5/2 1 - 10/l 

5/16 - 6/30 
6/l - 10/15 

6/20 - 1 l/l 

6/16 - 8/15 

6/l - 10/3l 

7/10 - 9/30 

7/10 - 9/30 

7/10 - 9/30 

7/10 - 9/30 

7/10 - 9/30 

7/10 - 9/30 

7/10 - 9/30 

7/10 - 9/30 

*SIlverton allotments were previously covered In the Gunnlson Basln-American Flats/Sllverton EIS 1982. 

Source: BLM Data 1984. 



APPENDIX NINE-1 

RANGE ASSUMPT I Cf+JS 

Season-of-Use--Assumptions and Determi nations 

Critical Periods 

&ass 

season 

Low 

elevation 

Medium High 
elevation elevation 

(4,000-6,000 ft) (6,000~8,000 ft) (>B,OOO f-t) 

Cool Xl - 4/15 4/15 - 5/15 5/l - 5/31 

Warm 4/15 - 5/15 5/l - 5/30 5/15 - 6/15 

Stipulations 

1. Sprirg use will not be permitted on native ranges during the critical period 

unless: 

A. A grazing system Is lmplemnted which provides critical period rest once 

every three years (ml nimum); 

8. A spr 1 rg use pasture, 1 .e., crested wheatgrass seed 1 rg, I s devei cped to 
absorb grazing use in meeting the rest requiremant. 

2. Crazing use dui ng any portion of the critical period wI’I I be limited to no nore 

than 30 percent of the total preference and no more than 50 percent utll ltatlon of the key 

forage species current season’s growth for that critical period wil I be permitted. 

3. Season-of-use on category WC al Iotments wll I be determined by permit-tee 1 n the 

al Iotment. 

4. Season-of-use on category *‘Ml@ al lotments WI I I remain the same as current1 y 

permitted until nonitorl rg data indicate a change Is necessary. At that time, 

seas,n-of-use criteria wil I then apply. 

5. It is assumed that rarge readiness wil I occur at the end of the critical perlod 
and occurs when: 

A. 4” to 6” green leaf on cool season key forage species. Some key cool sea-n 
species might 1 nclude. 

a. Indian ricegrass--0ryzopsis hymenoides 

b. Junegrass--Koleria cristata 

c. Squirreltail--Sltanion hystrlx 

d. Needle and thread--Stipa comata 

8. Crested wheatgrass--Agropyron cr 1 statum 

B. Soil mantle Is dry and firm. 

6. Range read1 ness criteria (no. 5 abuve) wil I apply to seedings. 

9-l-l 



Table 9-l-l. Suggested Stock Rates by Alternative 

by Category (AU&). 

Management Status 

Resource Conservation Alternative 

Maintain 

Actua I 

If ava 

I.458 

USe 

I lab 

(3-year 

le) or L 

average 

.Icensed 

Improve Custodial 

Total al Iowable minus wlldllfe Same as I (except when 

equals Livestock AUM.& 6/ - wlldllfe equals 0, 

cannot exceed suitable AU& for use al Iowable llve- 

kl nd of I ivestock stock AU&i) 

Exl st I rg preferencel/ 

Maintain 

Exl st 1 ng preference or I nven- 

tory data, wh lchever Is 

greater for I ivestock kl & 

Average actual us& 

Preferred Alternative 

Est Imate2/ 

Resource Uti I izatlon Alternative 

Estimate2 

Improve Custodlal 

Est 1 mate? 

Current Management Alternative 

Same as I plus5/ 

Average actual use 

( I lcensed)? 

Average actual use 

Stlpulatlons: 

l/Futlre adJustments wll I be based on monitor1 ng data. 
2/ _ Use existing preference unless anount varies by +20$ of inventory data (al Iowable by 

I I vestock kl nd) , 1 f amount exceeds +2OJ then use I nventory data. Actual adjustments wll I 

be detenni ned though monliorl rg data. 

31Same as _U, 
G 

except consider change rrhere feasible to 100% F.R. 

_ Unal lotted al Iotments remain unal lotted. 
5/License unal lotted al Iotment where feasible. 

a/ Use average 3-year actual (or licensed active use) I f WI thin +2C$ of Inventory data. 

7Canpare exist I ng - p reference wlth Inventory data for allowable-kind of Ilvestock and if 

withln +20$ use the greater value. If anount exceeds +20$ use I rwentory. 
Sauce:- 

- 
BLM Data 1984. 

9-l-2 



Kind of Livestock 

Changes require evaluation through the EA process. 

1. Suitabi I ity (vegetation, slope, etc.); 

2. Season-of-use; 

3. Abi I ity to control (fences, etc.); 

4. Elevation; 

5. AUM conversions wi I I be based on Inventory data and moni torlng D 

Monitoring (Intensity and type studies by allotment needs.) 

1. Actual use--uti I ization; 

2. Trend ; 

3. Cover; 

4. Special studies as required. 

Priority for Monitoring 

1. Allotments where conflicts exist or adjustments anticipated; 

2. I, M, C category allotments, respectively, as specified in monitoring plan to be 

developed after the Final EIS. 

Assumptions 

1. AMPS not fully implemented have BLM priority over non-AMP areas. 

2. One growing season rest on release-type treatments; two growing seasons rest on 

seedings. 

3. Benefit/cost wll I be used when selecting range improvements. 
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